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ANNUAL LEAVE 


THURSDAY, APRIL 30, 1953 


House or REPRESENTATIVES 
COMMITTEE ON Post OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE, 
Washington. dD. C'. 

The committee met at 10 a. m., Hon. Edward H. Rees (chairman) 
presiding. 

The Cuaiman. The committee will be in order. The hearing is 
called this n orning to discuss the question of leave for Federal em- 
ployees. As I pointed out earlier in the session, when discussing the 
legislation which prohibits Cabinet officers and other high officials 
from receiving lump-sum leave payments, this committee has not 
heretofore dealt with the whole problem of leave. Title LI of Public 
Law 233. 82d Congress, known as the Annual and Sick Leave Act of 
1951, with which I think the members of this committee are familiar, 
provides annual leave of 13 days for officers and employees with less 
than 3 year's of service: 20 d: ays for those having 3 vei ars’ but less 
than 15 years’ service, and 26 days for those having 15 years of service 


} 


or more. Si k leave is authorized in the amount of 1: wie ays per year. 


One of t » provisions of the Annual and Sick Leave Act of 1951 
was the omic) of what is popularly known as the Thomas leave 
rider. Following the passage of the Annual and Sick Leave Act of 


1951 the Thomas leave rider was again approved by the Congress 
as a rider to an appropriation act of 1953. It appears in section 401 
of the Independent Offices \ppropriation Act, 1955. It shi uld be 
understood that this is now permanent legislation. 

Briefly, this law provides that employees must use their leave before 
June 30 of the year following the year in which it is earned. We have 
bills introduced to re peal this rider. We have received reports from 
the Comptroller General and the Civil Service Commission on these 
bills and their discussion will be included in this hearing. As I 
understand the position of the administration as it has been presented 
to the committee in official reports, they are satisfied with the opera- 
tions of the so-called graduated leave act but recommend the repeal 
of the Thomas leave rider. In any event, representatives of the ad- 
ministration will be here to testify on that subject. 

In reports of both the Comptroller General and the Civil Service 
Commission, copies of which have been made available to committee 
ee several modifications are suggested. Both the Civil Serv- 

» Commission and the Comptroller General suggest that satisfac- 
aes compromises in this legislation might be arrived at, particularly 
with respect to reducing the number of days of annual leave which 
employees are permitted to accumulate. 


1 
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We shall hear first from Mr. Broyhill, a member of our committee. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOEL T. BROYHILL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM VIRGINIA (AND MEMBER OF COMMITTEE ON 
POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE) 


Mr. BroyHiItt. Mr irman, there are quite l number of wit 
nesses scheduled to be io this morning; so, I shall make my re- 
marks very brief. I would like to point out that if any of the points 
that I mention are repeated later on by other witnesses it will serve 
to emp yhasize the importance ot this matter. 

L would like to take this opportunity to urge the immediate repeal 
of the so-called Thomas leave rider which prohibits the accumula- 
tion of annual leave by Federal employees. ‘The new administration 
and the new Congress are doing amerrene in their power to pro- 
mote economy and efliciency in the Federal Government. I am thor- 
oughly in agreement with those obj ctive , but in accomplishing them 
we must take care not to destroy the e fic’ iency and morale of our 
pul lic servants. The Thomas leave 1 der has proved detrimental to 
eflic lency and economy, is an obstacle to vood administration, and 
should be removed. 

The ban on accumulation of annual leave is not an economy meas- 
ure. It does not reduce the amount of annual , ave earned. Since 
the Thomas rider has been in effect, the peres ntage of earned annual 
leave actually t take n has risen and the amount for Foited has decreased. 
The Thomas rider has in effect increased the cost of Government. 

7 The mor | of public employees has been seriously impaired by this 
rider. In 1951, Congress passed the graduated-leave plan and delib- 
eral ly removed the ban on a cumulation of annual leave. Reimposi 
tion of this ban was regarded by many as a breach of faith on the part 
ereat resentment. I would like to 
remind you that the eflicienc V of our Government depends in the long 
run upon the caliber of our Federal emp 4 tr We cannot expect 
to recruit and retain the best qualified persons in Government service 
unless we treat them justly and fairly. 

[t is particularly import: unt during the first few months of a new 
administration that the services of experienced career employees be 
available at all times. With the Thomas rider in effect. we face a sit- 
uation where many employees must be granted leave before June 30 
or else be unfa rly deprived of it. It is the best ron 1 hae not the 
poor one, who cannot be spared ant | who must suffe xr becaus e of t] 
ban on leave. It is the conscientious e mp lovee who pl: ices the public 
good before his own personal interests and del: ays his vacation who is 
hurt by the Thomas rider. 

Federal « emp loyees do not receive severance pay or unemployment- 
insurance benefits, but must rely upon accumulated annual leave to 
tide them over in case of separation. To prevent accumulation of 
leave, within reasonable limits, especially at a time when we are en- 
deavoring to reduce Federal employment, is to impose a real hardship 
upon many faithful employees. 

The Thomas rider is opposed by both Civil Se rvice and employee 
leaders as being unjust and creating a lack e lexibility in adminis- 
tration. We can accomplish more by getting , better supervisors in 


} 
f the Congres nd hs raated 
oT the ongress and has created 
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the Government who will see to it that employees take a reasonable 
time off each year to refresh themselves than we can by imposing un- 
reasonable legal restrictions on the use of leave. 

The lack of economy, the destruction of employee morale, the detri 
ment to recruitment of the best qualified persons, the fact that annual 
leave must serve in lieu of unemployment Insurance or severance pay, 
the imposition of administrative difficulties, and the injustice to Fed- 
eral employees, particularly those who are the most capable and et- 
ficlent—all these are compelling arguments for the repeal oft the 
Thomas leave rider. 

Thank you very much. 

The Cuarman. Thank you, Mr. Broyhill. We shall hear now 
from another of our colleagues who is a member of the committee, 


Mr. Lesinski. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN LESINSKI, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN (AND A MEMBER OF 
THE COMMITTEE ON POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE) 


Mr. LESINIKI. Before this last SeSsIOn of Congress, when we passed 
the Thomas leave rider, we tried to protect the employees, and at 
that time I felt that I should do all I could to repeal that obnoxious 
leave rider, as I called it, because I think it is absolutely wrong and 
injurious to the morale of the employees in the Federal Government. 

The Thomas leave rider is one of the greatest injustices invoked 
upon the civil-service employee. Congress Is being more and more 
mistrusted as to its intent toward the Government worker. The re 
vision of the annual leave did not have the resounding effect of dis 
content, as did the Thomas leave rider. 

The argument is that Government workers should take their 
annual leave to refresh themselves. What good is this argument when, 
if the employee wants to take a trip, he has to be in a hurry to get 
there and also be in a hurry to get back? Is it not better to take a 
leisurely vacation of a few years’ accumulation and return to work 
completely relaxed? As the vacational periods are now set up, you 
have to return to work in order to rest. 

We have people working in Washington from every State in the 
Union. Would it pay an employee, say, from California to take 13 
days, as is allowed in Public Law 233, 52d Congress, to go home and 
see his folks? Iirst, the expense of the trip would be prohibitive ; 
secondly, the time which he will have at his destination is not even 
worth while for him to attempt a semblance of a visit. 

Another thing, we must realize that every time an employee takes 
an hour, or any time off during the year for any purpose at all, this 
time is taken off his annual leave. I am sure that every one of us 
has certain business transactions that cannot get done after 5 o’clock, 
or on a Saturday or Sunday. These naturally do not occur every 
day, but when the emergency arises they have no alternative. ; 

What accumulative leave allows is this: in case of an unexpected 
heavy workload the head of a department might have to postpone all 
annual leaves temporarily. This naturally throws off the schedule for 
the balance of the year. Supposing for either lack of help or some 
other unforeseen circumstance, this employee will not be able to take 
his leave this year or W ithin the next 6 months of the follow in@ vear. 


rE 


ame 
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W hy is he to lose it entirely through no fault of his own? It seems 

that any employee who gives up his leave for the good of the depart 

ment should be given restitution or at least a chance to take it some 
ther time. 

In case of death in the family, accident, or any one of a thousand 
and one possibilities, annval leave gives the employee a chance to take 
a day or two off to take care of these matters 

Another pertinent factor is illness. Yes; there is sick leave, but 
how many of the younger employees need any extensive time off for 
sick leave. The older employees, more so when illness strikes, must 
have a longer time to recuperate. With their accumulative annual 
and sick leave, which may not be suflicient time for a complete rest, 
at least it will vive the employee some assurance that he has not been 
shirking his duty. 

The Thomas leave rider was passed through the House last ses- 
sion of Congress with the understanding that it would save a con- 
siderable amount of money. How it can possibly save money is be- 
yond me. Simple arithmetic will bear this out. Secondly, we are all 
aware that it takes 2 to 3 inexperienced workers to replace an experi- 
enced emp lovee. 

The fallacy of the whole matter is this: If you give an employee 
his annual leave, you still have him on the payroll tari ing that time. 
If your workload is such that you need every employee available and 
still have to give a certain percentage of your _e loyees their annual 
leave, there is no alternative but to repli ace these that are te mporar ily 


absent. So, how can you save money? Now, "et us get down to 
figures: 

Che Thomas leave rider was to save $125 million annually. Actu- 
ally there are 260 working days in a year. Under the rider, between 
3 and 15 years’ service, if the indivi ‘lt ial has 20 days comin og he will 
work only 240 days of that year. A $5,060-a-year employee “working 
260 days a year costs the Government $19.46 a day. The same em- 
ployee working only 240 days a year costs the Government $21.08 per 
working day. That means that the Thomas leave rider actually is 


costing the Government $1.62 per day or $32.30 per year per employee. 
This loss tot: _ up to well over $70 million per year. Actually, you 
are paying an additional cost per day per man, in the replacement 
which is always costly = to inexperience. 

So, where do we save by the Thomas leave rider? I see no reason 
why an employee should not be able to accumulate at least 60 days’ 
annual leave. 

I should like to add 1 or 2 other comments, Mr. Chairman. We all 
agree that an cmiehanin should take his annual leave, but there are 
certain parts of the Federal Government where that is awkward. 
For instance, certain rural carriers cannot get a replacement and have 
to stay on the job all the year round. That is No. 1. 

Secondly, there are supervisors in certain post offices that are not 
big enough to have more than one, and they find it hard to get anyone 
to take their place in order to take their annual leave. 

For that reason, I say that the Thomas leave rider restricts the 
movement of employees of the Federal Government, and it should 
be repealed or amended to permit a certain amount of leeway. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


384610—53 2 








| CurarinMAN. Thin \ ~ Mr. Lesinski. We shall now hear from 
Hon. Robert C. Wilson of California. who has introduced H. R. 2345. 
which is a bill similar to t ( trod ced by Mr. Brovlill and Mr. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT C. WILSON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Ir. Wirson. Mr. Chairman, I am Bob Wilson of the 30th District 


\ 
California. That is the Deep South in California. 

The CHainman. We are always glad to hear from California. 
\ 


Ir. Witson. As you have mentioned, I have introduced a bill on 
th ubject. I am always olad to have the opportunity to speak for 
the Federal workers. | have po OO Federal workers in my district. 


| had the opportunity during the past year to discuss this very prob 
| : ] } > 


lem with many of them: and, believe me, it is one that looms very 


large in their mind. It is even more lnportant, I believe, than the 
subject ot pay increases oO} than having their own Federal unions 
recognized by the Government. That is the first thing they talk 
ib { when you have “a mee Oo with them- this o-called Thomas 
eave rider. 

I sympathize very mu with then position, l believe we should 
Serle isly consider repeal he the Th het leave rider. lf we repeal 


i¢ Thomas leave rider, we would give the worker in effect a guaranty 


; ; 
oT a cushion in case of an emergency 


These employees have no assurance that their job will not be elimi- 
ated, and part eulaa ly ow ere isa feeling of insecurity in Federal 
pos tions, 

It seems to me that we can really show the Federal worker that 
e administration today is interested in his welfare by giving him 
ie opportunity to accumulate his leave and to have it as a cushion 
n case of severance in the future. 

That peace of mind is mportant for the Federal worker. 

\s to the question of cost, I cannot go along with the argument 
that it costs the Government any more to allow a Federal employee to 
accumulate his leave than it does if you compel him to take it in any 
given year. I think no matter how you figure it you cannot say that 


] 
t 


t will cost the Government any more. On the other hand, to compel 
them to take their leave results in confusion in the operation of work 
schedules. I have talked to many supervisors on Federal projects 
ind I think that this idea of compelling an employee to take leave at 
a time when they may have a peak load of work contributes materially 
to the confusion. 
I believe actually that it would be in the interest of oreater efficiency 
f we allowed an employee to take his leave at a time when he is 
least needed. That would be much more satisfactory. 
My main concern is to reassure the Federal civil service worker- 
i] d | am not now talking about Cabinet officers as much as the ordin- 
ary Federal worker, such as the blue-collar workers and others—that 
the administration does appreciate his problems and knows the 
situation he is up against. I believe that repeal of the Thomas leave 
rider wo lve them that assurance. 
Thank you very much for the opportunity of making this brief 
statement. 


eye 
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The Cuamman. Thank you, Mr. Wilson. I would like to remind 
you that California is well represented on this committee. 

Mr. Witson. It is very ably represented, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. In order to make it seem nonpolitical, we have one 
Representative on each side, on this committee. 

Mr. Wizson. I know that the committee is very ably represented by 
those centlemen. 

The ¢ HAIR} wAN. We appreciate your views in that respect, too. 
Thank you, Ww ilson. 

We have ae honor of having with us this morning the Chairman 
of the Civil Service Commission, the Honorable Philip Young. He 
has with him Mr. Joseph E. Winslow who is the executive director. 
Mr. Young, we should be glad to hear from you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF PHILIP YOUNG, CHAIRMAN, CIVIL SERVICE 
COMMISSION 


Mr. Younc. IT would like to congratulate you, Mr. Chairman, and 
the members of the committee and the Members of Congress who have 
introduced these bills. I think it represents a very understanding and 
constructive approach to what is a problem affecting Federal em- 
ployees. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to discuss with your 
committee the wt stration’s views on pending legislation to repeal 
section 101 of Public Law 455 of the 82d Congress. Three current 
bills—H. R. 1045, Hl. R. 2343, and H. R. 4606 would all accomplish this 
purpose. 

Section 401 of Public Law 455, commonly referred to as the Thomas 
leave rider, requires Federal civilian employees, with limited excep- 
tions, to forfeit each June 30 all unused annual leave earned in the 
preceding calendar year. ‘This means that Government workers gen- 
erally now cannot accumulate any earned annual leave. 

The Civil Service Commission recommends repeal of section 401 
of Public Law 455 in the interests of efficient management and equi 
table personnel practice. We believe that Federal civilian employees 
should be permitted to accumulate a reasonable amount of annual leave 
for three basic reasons. 

First, Government workers have no financial protection against 
unemployment. We think that Government employees should have 
about the same working conditions and benefits as employees in pro- 
gressive private companies. Almost all employees in private business 
now are covered by unemployment insurance, and in addition many of 
them receive severance pay as well. Federal employees alone among 
the Nation’s major groups of wage earners have absolutely no unem- 

yloyment insurance or severance pay benefits. Until they are covered 

fr an adequate plan of unemployment insurance or severance pay, I 
fee] that Government workers, if they so desire, must be permitted to 
accumulate a reasonable portion of their annual leave as a protection 
in case they lose their jobs. 

Second, leave accumulation makes possible more efficient administra- 
tion. Reasonable leave accumulation allows needed flexibility in per- 
sonnel] utilization. Government agencies often find it necessary to ask 
employees to restrict or give up annual leave for given periods of time, 
particularly during emergencies. In this situation, if leave cannot be 
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ulated. administrative oflicials are left with the poor choice of 


9 employees to lose earned leave, which is ODVLOUSIYV unfair; 
r leave to emplovees when thev cannot be spared, which 


loss of production, replacement costs, and idditional work 


ave accumulation is necessary for effective and equitable 
ersonnel management. Under the present oraduated leave 
hew empl vees earn O01 ly lo days’ anni il leave a year. All 
mount is not likely to be avallable for vacation purposes, 


for necessary personal business also must be 


ab ence 
to the employee's annual leave account. As a result, many 


IMployees working In Locations distant from their homes have 


oses of the Government leave Sj stem. 


returning home on vacations when they cannot accumulate 
ive to make a long trip possible and financially practical. 





sto hamper recruitment of needed workers, and in Washing- 
lquarters discriminates against citizens from the Western 
In summary. the denial of leave accumulation is unfair, cre- 
ynal recruitment problems, and results in poor employee 
‘se reasons, the Commission believes that Federal employees 
permitted to accumulate a reasonable amount of annual 
However. this does not mean continuance of present leave sys- 
cre : 7 
ou know, our stafl recently has been working with the staff 


act. We agree with the committee that leave accumula- 


committee in developing a change in the coverage of the 


lump-sum payment should not be poss ble in the case of top- 


ollicials in the executive branch no receive pay becat se of 

e which they hold. 
derstand that the purpose of ction 101 of Public Law bod 
to prevent the future growth of large leave obligations in the 
service While the Co} Wm sion aggre with thi voal, we 


it can be achieved without barring leave a ‘cumulation, and 


which is in keeping with sound management and the basic 
n brief, we think the 
mm should (1) provide for accumulation for the reasons 
ove; (2) make possible a reasonable annual vacation for 
yVees 5 (3) proy ide some annual le ave to cover necessary ab- 
* personal business; and (4) prevent excessive leave accumu- 


and unnecessary lump-sum payments. 
believe these goals ot Fed ral leave administration Can be 
ichieved without elimination of accumulation. This belief is based 


ct that the Leave Act of 1951 reduced the amount of leave 
e to new employees. This action 1n itself made if practically 


ible for new employees to accumulate large leave balances dur- 


Ing the period of highest urnover, which has generally been the first 
2 veal period of employment. 
is also my feeling that the Congress and the executive branch 
an doa great deal to keep leave accumulation down. Both branches 
have recently taken the position that annual leave should be used for 
the purpose intended, an annual vacation. Departments and agen- 
in the executive branch will be urged to administer the leave 
system so as to provide for annual vacations for their employees. 
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Should the Congress, after full consideration of the problem, 
believe that a 60-day accumuation of leave is unreasonable, the Com- 
mission urges that, for the reasons that I have already stated, the 
Congress provide for leave accumulation in sufficient amount to 
allow Federal employees a reasonable protection against loss of leave 
for administrative reasons and unemployment. The Commission 
believes that in no event should Congress provide for an accumulation 
of less than 26 days, for employees under the Leave Act. 

At that point, I would like to add something which is not included 
in my prepared statement, if I may. I would like to suggest respect 
fully to the committee that perhaps if a measure of this type were 
adopted, that the Thomas leave rider might well be amended so as 
to allow Federal employees to take their accumulated leave for the 
balance of this calendar year with whatever new provision the Con 
gress wishes to adopt, to become effective the first of next year, 1954. 

The CuarrMan. In other words, extend the time from June 30, 
1953, to December 31, 1953 ¢ 

Mr. Youna. Yes, sir; for the balance of this calendar year. 

Mr. Murray. In other words, give them 24 months instead of 18 
months. The Thomas leave rider gives the employee 18 months in 
which to use his leave. 

Mr. Youne. Twenty-four months which, with respect to these 

yroposals, would put it back to January 1954. 

Mr. Dowpy. Mr. Chairman, I want to be sure that I understand 
one point. Your suggestion is that if, for instance, a man goes to 
work for the Federal Government on the first of this year—and I 
am now talking about the future, not about the past—and does not 
take a vacation this summer, he will have accumulated 13 days. But 
he wants to take a vacation next summer, and take 26 days. You 
would allow him to take the 26 days next summer and make it up 
for the rest of the year? Is that what I am to understand that you 
said ¢ 

Mr. Youna. He would only accumulate the leave that he earns. 

Mr. Dowpy. But if he wants to take 26 days of vacation, not this 
summer, but next summer, he will not have earned all of the 26 days 
until the end of the next year. 

Mr. Younea. That is correct. 

Mr. Dowpy. But you are going to let him take the 26 days during 
that summer and make up for it ‘by working the rest of the year? 

Mr. Youne. Under the present practice you can borrow against 
your unearned annual leave for the balance of ‘the year. 

Mr. Dowpy. And you are going to let that stand / 

Mr. Youna. Yes. 

Mr. Dowpy. I gathered that from your statement, but I wanted to 
be sure that I understood it. 

Mr. Youne. I think the extension of a second 6 months’ period 
in 1953 would be very constructive and very helpful. We have had 
such a hiatus in our Federal operation over the last few months, that 
in many cases certain employees have not wished to take their accu- 
mulated leave, or for one reason or another could not take it, and they 
are going to hes that on the 30th of June unless some action is taken. 

Mr. Core. I was interested in what you said, Mr. Young, about the 
administration, or those in charge, requiring employees to take their 
vacation. Would the passage of this bill permit an employee to say to 
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the administrator, “No, | prefer to accumulate my leave because IT 
anticipate that I will have some personal business to transact, or [ 

iv become ill and use up more than 1s allotted leave.” 

Would the employee have ae rigt cht to square off and say, “No, I 
un going to accumulate my lea 

Mr. Youne. The ro ag can a ron but the head of the agency 
could require him to take 1 

Mr. Coxe. If he had 1: di Lys coming this year and nothing left over 
from last year, he could be forced to take those 1: } days if the person 
in carge of the departme nt so decided; is that correct ? 

Mr. Younc. That is correct. 

Mr. Coir. I was interested in what you said in regard to personal 
business. Is it not true that most of our Federal employees work oniy 

days a week, and if they do not take Saturday, they get another day 

place of Saturday. Is not that correct ! 

Mr. Younc. That is correct. 

Mr. Coir. So they would have a business day in which to transact 
personal business: is not that true? 

Mr. Youna. That is certainly true. However, one’s personal busi- 
ness does not always fall ona Saturday. 

Mr. Core. In that case, in private industry, you lay off, do you not? 

Mr. Youne. Shall I continue, Mr. Chairman ? 

The CuarrMan. Proceed. 

Mr. Youne. We are also proposing another change in the basic 
Leave Act. Under the present act, regular accumulation limits of 
from 60 to 90 days take effect at the end of the last pay period in the 
alendar year. This means that an employee who has reached the 

Pular accumulation limit must use or forfeit all leave earned in the 

by, for example, December 21 or 22. For example, an employee 
vho has reached the 60-day limit may earn 20 days’ leave this year. 
If he has 5 of the 20 days left by the end of his last pay period on 
December 22, he must lose this leave, instead of being able to use it 
neo Christmas week. In fact, if he takes leave at Christmas, he 
must charge this to next year’s earning, even while losing leave earned 

s year. Thus, employees now must lose leave which, within a few 
days, could be used over the Christmas al d New Year's holidays. 
Phis pay period deadline was set in the interests of efficient payroll 

( ave accounting. 

W recom end that the A} l tual and Sick Leave Act of 1951 be 
ded to read, where appropriate, “beginning of the first com 
ylete biweekly pay period rather than “end of the last complete 
biweekly pay period” of the calendar year. This change would per- 
! tf use ot Wl used accru «| leave over the Christmas and New Year’s 
holidays, while maintaining the advantages of pay-period accounting. 

\ draft of substitute » language for H. R. 1043, H. R. 2343, and H. R. 

06, which would ¢ ry out the Commission’s recommendations, is 
il ached to our report. 

Phe Cuamman. We thank you very much, Mr. Young. Mr. 
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~ ao vou Nave any statement to make? 

Mr. Winxstow. No, sir. 
Mr. Cote. Mr. Chairman, I wanted to get back to this question of 
he elimination of leave as it is earned through administration. Would 
ou say that all of this leave — been accumulated through faulty 


dministration; that is, those in charge not insisting that the leave be 


—— 
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taken? So many have piled up such sizable sums; and it has not been 
limited to members of the Cabinet or those earning over $14,500 a year. 
Why has not the administration seen to it that the leave was taken, 
that the employees took their vacation in order to refresh themselves ? 
I understand that is the oan: of . ave, to have better employees. 

Mr. Young. That is correct, I do not think you can say that it 
is entirely due to faulty mee management on the part of super- 
visors. Also, I think we have recently had a situation where the 
(rovernment employee has had 2 fears; really 2 aspects of 1 fear. 
One is this question of unemployment insurance. He would like to 
accumulate a certain amount, because it is his only protection. And 
secondly, the st: ability of our Federal employee has been somewhat 
shaken over the last few months in terms of a change in administra- 
tion. Therefore, I think the tendency has been across the board to 
accumulate as much leave in order to have a little reserve. I think 
that has added to the current situation. 

Mr. Gross. Who, in the agency, is going to tell the employee whether 
he shall take his 13 days to which he is entitled ? 

Mr. Youna. It would have to be his supervisor. 

Mr. Gross. Suppose he were personally prejudiced against that 
employee? Would not that color his determination ¢ 

Mr. Youne. You will have to have some inte lligent personnel policy 
within the agency or the division or the bureau. 

One of the th ings that has bothered me, Mr. Gross, about this whole 
Federal personnel system is this; and I say this quite frankly. We 
have tried to go to extraordinary measures in order to eliminate, so 
far as possible, any value of human judgment in this system: our rules 
and our regulations, our interpretations and, to some eXtent, our 
legis lation. We have tried to eliminate the element of good judgment 
and human value in the operation. I think that in certain areas we 
have gone so far that we have become the victim of the system rat her 
than its master. 

I think at some point—and perhaps this example is in point here— 
you have to depend on the human element and on good judgment and 
on intelligent — y to carry out these various provisions intelligently. 

The CHairM The Chair would like to reverse the usual order of 
ealling upon i Mao to ask quest ions. Mr. Reams, do you have any 
questions ¢ 

Mr. Reams. I do not have any questions at this moment, thank you. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Moss. 

Mr. Moss. No questions. 

The Cuaimman. Mr. Broyhill has already had the floor once. Have 
you any questions, Mr. Broyhill ? d 

Mr. Broyuits. I thought I understood your statement in the next 
to the last paragraph, but I think your answer to a question confused 
me a little. Am I to understand that you are suggesting, regardless 
of what action is taken on the repeal of the Thomas leave rider, that 
the boom shall not be lowered until December 31 instead of June 304 
In other words, if an employee has accumulated 60 days of leave which 
under the present law he must use prior to June 30 of this year, he 
will be permitted until December 31 to use it, regardless of what 
action is taken on the repeal of the rider? 

Mr. Youne. My remarks were directed specifically to that action 
being taken in conjunction with any new legislation that might be 
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enacted. I would still be in favor of extending the period for a full 
12 months. 

Mr. Broyniti. If Congress repeals the Thomas leave 
to June 30, then there is no point to your suggestion / 

Mr. Youna. That is right. 

The Cuamman. Mr. Alexander. 

Mr. ALEx ANDER. No quest ons 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Bonin. 

Mr. Bonin. No questions. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Boland. 

Mr. Bouanp. No questions. 

The CuarrMan. Mr. Gubser. 

Mr. Gupser. I have one question that I think has been answered, 
but I want to be very sure of the answer. If the Thomas leave rider 
is repealed and we revert back to the law which existed prior to that 
time, my understanding is that the head of the department may 
require, and successfully, that an employee use his leave in the year 
in which it was accumulated / 

Mr. Young. That is my understanding; yes, sir. 

Mr. Gussrer. That is all. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Dowdy. 

Mr. Downy. I think I have covered what I had in mind. 

The CuatrmMan. Mrs. Harden. 

Mrs. Harpen. I have a question. Mr. Young, on page 3 of your 
statement you say that- 


‘ider prior 


The Commission believes that Federal employees should be permitted to 
accumulate a reasonable amount of annual leave. 

What do you consider a reasonable amount? I see on page + you 
state that it should not be less than 26 days. 

Mr. Youna. I believe the original 60 day limit under the original 
act to be a reasonable amount, and I SO testified here before. If the 
Congress believes, however, that that is too much, I think the mini- 
mum should be 26 days. Somewhere between 26 days and 60 days I 
think is a reasonable range. 

Mrs. Harpen. Thank you; that is all. 

The CHatrMan. Mr. Jarman. 

Mr. Jarman. No questions. 

The CHatrMan. Mr. Gross. 

Mr. Gross. Mr. Young, on page 2 of your statement you say this, 
that the present graduated leave system tends to hamper recruitment 
of needed workers. Do you mean to say that the Government cannot 
get all the people it needs under the present graduated leave system ¢ 

Mr. Youna. You do not have the same incentive to attract a man 
into Government that you have in private business in terms of leave 
provisions, unemployment insurance, severance pay, and other fringe 
benefits which may be peculiar to a particular company. 

Mr. Gross. Is there any dearth of applicants for Federal jobs today ¢ 

Mr. Youna. I do not believe there is any dearth of ap plicants for 
Federal jobs today. In fact, we have had an increasingly large num- 
ber of displaced Federal employees. I expect that that trend will 
continue. So that you will have at least a core of people who have 
had Government service whom at some point you m: LN wish to reem 
ploy or who might be called on to fill vacancies cre: ated by turnover. 
I think it is a question not of numbers, Mr. Gross, but a question of 
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quality. Can you get the right kind of people, the kind that you 
want to get in the Federal service ¢ 

Mr. Gross. Comparison has been made with private industry. I 
wonder if private industry pursues the policy to which you refer. 
You speak of Washington being such a great distance from certain 
Western States. Does private industry make any provision to take 
care of a man in the amas of vacation, whom it employs, say, in 
Baltimore, but whose home may be in California ¢ 

Mr. Youne. I have found some companies very flexible in that 
respect, the few with which Lam familiar. I could not make a general 
statement across the board as to the practice in American industry. 

Mr. Gross. I have done quite a little bit of working for other people 
in my time and I have never found any such flexibility; that is, that 
they were W illing to give me 2 or 5 wee ks ot vacation bec ause my home 
was at some distant point. 

Mr. Youne. Some of them are quite flexible also with respect to 
carryover allowances, from one vacation period to another. 

Mr. Gross. That is all. 

The Cuamman. Mr. Lesinski. 

Mr. Lesinskt. Just a general observation. First of all. during the 
war years and those following, we were praising the Government 
workers for not taking annual leave, due to the large volume of work 
that had to be done. Then we kicked them in the pants and took it 
away from them. I do not think we have been very consistent and in 
view of some of the remarks that have been made in the committee, I 
think that situation should be clarified. I do not think we should 
approach this from a political standpeint. We are talking about Gov- 
ernment employees and they should be considered as such. 

The Cuairmman. I think it ought to be observed for the record that 
any leave that workers had due them in wartime is not being taken 
away from them. 

Mr. Lesinsk1. I appreciate that. 

The Cuairman. That has not been done. 

Mr. Lesinsxi. There were some references to that and I thought 
that the matter should be clarified. That is all. 

The Cuatmman. Mr. Withrow. 

Mr. Wrrurow. No questions. 

The Cuarmman. Mr. Rhodes. 

Mr. Ruopes. I would like to ask, Mr. Young, if you feel that cumu- 
lative leave is a form of unemployment insurance ? 

Mr. Youna. I would not regard accumulated leave as a form of un- 
employment insurance. Our present situation in the Federal service 
is suc ; 3 it it is the only thing the Federal employees have. There- 
fore, ikes on some semblance of une mployment insurance because 
to some extent if an employee accumulates it and takes it after he is out 
of a job, it tends to serve the same purpose as giving him a pay period 
for a certain number of days or weeks after he has actually been 
separated. 

I would not say that accumulated leave is unemployment insurance, 
and certainly the purpose of accumulated leave was not to take the 
place of unemployment insurance. It is designed for vacation and as 
un instrument and a tool of good personnel management. 
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Mr. Rriopes. Do you believe that Federal employees should have the 

nefit of wi employment msurance ¢ 

Mr. Youna. I believe that the Federal employees should have the 
henefit of une mp Jloyment insurance. 

Now. as to the effects which such legislation might have with respect 
to the provisions for accumulation of leave, I think that is an entirely 

fferent question. 

Mr. Ruopes. Would you favor an wnemployment-insurance system 
which would fully change this policy of ace umulated ai ind also 
i system whereby employee s could take 2 or 3 or 4 weeks’ vacation 
each year rather than the policy of accumulated leave where many 
just deny the ‘mselves vacations they really ought to take? 

Mr. Young. Anything which would help improve personnel man- 
iwement in the Government is hig! ily desirable. Some provision for 
taking that kind of vacation with sufficient flexibility so that it can 
be worked out to meet the employees’ needs and the management’s 


program so it does not interfere with vetting the job done is cer- 
tainly a constructive move. I wo ld 3 ot want to make any specific 
tatements this morning, Mr. Rhodes, with respect to the nature of 


what kind of unemplovment-insurance system should be established 


v the Government for the I lerale ipolvees, 01 how that would affect 
the leave provisions as we have been discussing them. It would be 
vetting into a ver) ae, lex area. as you know, and I think it would 
require very careful s “aA to have the two balanced out so you get 

: most con tructive offe 

Mr. Ruopes. I was vlad to read in your statement, Mr. Young, on 
page 1, this language: 

We think that Government employees should have about the same working 
ditions and benefits as employees in progressive private companies 

I think that is a very good statement, but I wonder how you make 
{ t statement in view ' »f your new policy for making it SO easy to dis- 
l emplovees. I think that you are creating a lot of fear 
nds of a number of emplovees. Certainly that is not a good 
thane mn pre moting eflicie) t sery ice in the Government. 

Mr. Youne. Well, I assume, Mr. Rhodes, you are possib ly referring 
to this new security order which was issued on Monday 

Mr. Ruopes. Yes. 

Mr. Younc. Again, may I come back to the same point: In all 
these situations at some point you have to re ly on the human elemen t, 
on human yur loment, in managing government or a priv: ite com- 
pany or any other kind of enterprise. The security order is believed 
» be a constructive program and should not in any way work to the 
disadvantage, in my opinion, of the Government employees. I believe 
t can be administered effectively and that in rng! ways it will 

trenethen the posit ion of the Government employe es. I donot regard 

t as a menace in any way to the security of their jobs, and I do not 

lieve that it should be regarded as such. 

We find many times that our iced in the newspapers, our friends 
in Congress, our friends in employee organizations, and our associates 
even in the executive branch read into many of the rules and regula- 
tions and Executive orders fears and interpretations and suggestions 
which were just not intended. 
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Certainly the President has made several statements, as I have, over 
the last few weeks that we are interested in supporting and develop- 
ing the merit system. We would like to preserve the morale of the 
Federal employees. There is no intent on the part of anyone in the 
administration to dismiss competent Federal employees for political 
purposes, 

Mr. Rieprs. I would like to say that if the action is in line with 
the words that have been spoken I would say “All right,” but it seems 
to me that everything that has been done is in contradiction to all 
that has been said. i would like to ask you what do you think would 
happen in private industry if this same kind of policy were followed. 

Tou say that you follow the procedure pretty much like progressive 
yrivate industry. I am telling you if this kind of practice were to 
be followed in private industry there would be W idespread confusion 
and discontent all over the country, and it certainly would not be 
wood for the Nation. 

Mr. Youne. I said in my statement we thought Government em 
plovees should have the same working conditions and benefits as em- 
ployees in progressive private companies. I did not say we could 
follow the sale procecdires or the same methods of implementing 
specific policies. I do not think you can. I think you are dealing 
with a different kind of business in the Government, and while your 
objectives ia \ be the same you will have to follow different routes 
in arriy ing at them. 

The Cramman. Is it not true that we have a somewhat different 
situation in dealing with people who ure employed in the Government 
as compared to those in private industry on the question of loyalty as 
well as security? Is there not some difference ? 

Mr. Younc. There is a great deal of difference, Mr. Chairman. 

The CnatrmMan. Is it not true that the intent of the administration 
in the order we are discussing is to protect people who are employed 
in Government rather than to injure them in any respect, generally 
S] eaking ? 

Mir. Young. That is a correct statement. 

The Cuainman. It is for their protection as well as for the protec 
tion of the Government itself. 

Mr. Youne. I believe it will work to strengthen the career service 
rather than militate against it. 

Mr. Ruopes. Do vou think the Federal employees feel that Way: 
that vou are yrrotecting them ? 

Mr. Youna. I think that the employees, according to my impres- 
sion and reaction, are watching it with an open mind from the point 
of view of evaluating how it will be carried out. 

Mr. Ruoprs. Do you not think in private industry it is important, 
too. for workers too to be loyal because many industries are just as 
important to the national strength and welfare and defense as em- 
ployment in the Federal Government. 

Mr. Youne. You certainly have a security problem and a loyalty 
problem in private industry as well as in Government. 

Mr. Ruoprs. You would not favor following that kind of policy 
in private industry, the same as you are proposing here for the Fed- 
eral Government ¢ 
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Mr. Youne. Some private industry is going to great length in order 
to assure the security of their employees, especi: ally if they are work- 
ing on Government business, or if the -y have interests abroad. 

You would not follow the same procedure necessarily, as I pointed 
out. 

mare. Sr. Greoroe. First. I would like to commend the chairman 
for his statement, with which I heartily agree. I think you have 
sitet very clearly the objectives to the Thomas rider, and the 
objections were not as clear to me before your explanation. 

In the event that the rider should not be re pealed entirely, would 
you favor having it changed and amended so as to give the employees 
the right to take their accumulation of leave into the next calendar 
year? I see grave objection if they cannot take any accumulated 


leave after June 30 because, as we know, the vacation period comes 
after June 30, the most desirable time to get away, and I feel that 
putting that date in as a cutoff is very bad. 

And if an amendment could be put in, always on the ground that 
the Thomas amendment is not repealed and I agree with you; it 
should be repealed at this time—would that help the situation in any 
way. In other words, continue it right through the next calendar 


vear, from January to January ¢ 

Mr. Younes. | think it would definitely be a constructive step. Ido 
not think it goes far enough. It would not only be of benefit to the 
employees; it would be of great benefit to the heads of the agencies and 
their supervisors in arranging their work program and their work 
schedules in an effective way. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. I notice that the Comptroller General in his re 
port says that he does not urge the outright repeal of the Thomas rider, 
but at he does feel it is subject to amendment. For that reason, I 
would say I was cae what your reaction was. 

Mr. Youne. In the interest of good personnel management I think 
that it should be repealed. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. I agree with you. 

The Cnatreman. Mr. Murray. 

Mr. Murray. No questions. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Corbett 

Mr. Corserr. I have a two-sentence statement and a question. 

lirst of all, as regards this entire legislation, I am most interested 
n your remarks that we are so hedging the supervisors and the em- 
ployee s with long regulations and rules that the flexibility is going out 
and the human element is going out. As regards this whole situation. 
I think that we should simply repeal the law and leave the number of 
days a matter of discretion between the employer and the employee. 
We would be just as well off, but I think that the gentleman should 
understand, as a lot of people do, that one of the reasons we have been 
hedging things around with laws and regulations to such extent is be- 
cause we have had a lack of confidence over the years in the admin- 
istration. 

The CuatrmMan. Do you have any figures to indicate what would 
be the cost of the accumulated leave if it were liquidated now? 1 
think that it might be interesting to know if you have that infor 
mation. 

Mr. Youne. Mr. Winslow tells me at the moment the best estimate 
we have Is the 1950 estimate, which was $580 million. 
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Mr. Winstow. $587 million. 

The Cuarrman. In 19504 

Mr. Winsiow. That is correct. 

The Ciamman. It would be considerably more than in April 
1953, would it not / 

Mr. Winstow. Mr. Chairman, it would probably be less because 
there has been no accumulation since the Thomas rider has been in 
effect. 

The Cuarmman. That was in effect a year ago? 

Mr. Winstow. That is right. 1951, I believe, was the first version 
that was put into legislation. 

The Cuamman. You figure that 1t might be reduced 4 

Mr. Winstow. I think that it might be roughly the same. For one 
thing, there has been allowed no accumulation for the past 3 years 
and people who have accumulations have been leaving the serv ice, plus 
some using some of that accumulation. But it will be pretty close 
to that figure th: it I gave you, I feel quite sure. 

The Cuamman. 1 think that it might be well to observe that when 
the Congress approved the legislation that provided for a graduated 
leave system, that that proposal did have the approval and recom- 
mendation of the Bureau of the Budget at that time. I think to be 
fair we should note that even though I did not support the Thomas 
leave rider—and that is past history—that nevertheless the Thomas 
leave rider passed by a good sized majority in both Houses, so I think 
the record ought to indicate that. I ought to make that statement so 
we will know that we are not dealing with a thing that was approved 
by a small majority when it was approved. 

Mr. Reams. There has been a question that has been raised since 
you passed me and I would like to ask the Chairman of the Commis- 
sion a question. I believe you said that the supervisors should have 
the authority to require the leave taken in any year rather than 
accumulated. Was that correct? Did I understand you correctly ? 

Mr. Youna. Yes. 

Mr. Reams. Would that do away with the effect of accumulating 
leave? Would not that make it possible in any one department, where 
the administrator was severe about it, that there would be no accumu- 
lated leave, and in another one where there was a more liberal practice 
there would be! Would that not nullify any change of the law? 

Mr. Youne. I would not think so, Mr. Reams. Theoretically, if you 
carried it toan extreme, such might happen. I do not see how it would 
work that way from a practical point of view. Your supervisor could 
require a man to take a week’s leave if he thought he was sick, run- 
down, maybe on the point of nervous prostration, and his work was 
becoming inefficient, that he was making mistakes and that sort of 
thing. 

Mr. Reams. Is there any provision in the present law that would im- 
plement that’ How could he require and enforce that practice if he 
wanted to from the bills that we have before us today? What would 
be his method of enforcing? 

Mr. Youne. I would like to ask Mr. Winslow. 

Mr. Wrinsvow. I would say this, Mr. Reams, that as long as I have 
been in the service the head of the agency has always had the authority 
to require that employees take their ‘leaves. Actu: ally, from a practical 
standpoint they have not been able to do that in every case. 








The Appropriations Committee have cut ap propriations in man) 
stances. Other things have come Ww ich as during World War II, 


vhe el plovees were asked not tot i e over v weeks if it eould pos 


biv be helpe vl, Consequ nt \. the adi nistrator 1s faced with the 
rob] Mm I trying to keep h He pl yn) he job to get his iob clone, 
ind shiek lend cade Sd a practical impossibility 

Mr. Reams. So it is not a problem of vetting them to take their 
leave. That has ee serious ? 

Mr. Wrinstow. It has not been serious. I think that more emphasis 
coukt be placed upon the need for the people to take | ie ve, It has been 
over the years. ‘The tendency has been on the part of the employees, 


f the 5 ca . to build the accumulation 

Mr. Reams. Actually, there is no method of enforcing it. It is 
just the influence or the leade rship that the hr has that would 
be necessary to enforce it, but there is no implementation to police 
ie rule, is there ? 

Mr. Winstow. Plus the a ithority of the head of the agency to 
determine when his employees shall work and when they shall be 
required to take leave. In other words, he has full authority to 
chedule leave within his department or agency. 

Mr. Rr MS. If the supervisor is told by an employee, “I am not 
voing to take it: Iam going to accumulate it because I might need it 

me time,” you could not enforce it? 

Mr. Wrxstow. Oh. yes. The employee would have to take it. 

Mr. Reams. How could he enforce it?) What penalty would he 
Impose ¢ 

Mr. Winstow. The head of the agency has full authority under the 
law to hire and fire the emp! { vell as to direct his activities. He 
tas full responsibility for determining when he can be spared and 

hen hee went bempared. 

Mr. Rea Subject to: appeal to the ¢ Commission ? 

Mr. ee Not on leave: no, sir. 

Mr - AMS. | do not kno. that I remember that arising, but [ 
thought there were appeals on almost everything. 

Ww INsLow. There certainly are, but not on that. 

Mr Youne. I think it is son arnel like the man who is traveling 
long at 15 miles an hour on a superhighway. He is just as much or 
even more of a menace to all the others who are coing along at 55 or 60, 

Mr. Reams. ane isa good analogy. 

Mr. Wins.i I have a copy of the leave act here, section 30.803, 
which is spec fie on the responsibilities for administration. It reads 
as follows: 


The heads of agencies to which this part ap ‘'s shall be responsible for the 
proper administration of this part so far as it pertains to employees under 
heir respective jurisdictions, and they shall maintain an account of leave for 
each office in accordance with the methods prescribed by the General Accounting 
Office 


In other words, he has full authority and responsibility for the 
administration of the act. 

Mr. Reams. This will be in the realm of speculation and not a fair 
question, and it will be my last: Suppose the administrator said, 
“You shall take leave.” The man says, “I want to accumulate it. I 
do not want to take leave.” The supervisor says, “You are fired.” 

The employee could take an appeal, could he not? There is an 
appeal to the Commission ? 
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Mr. YounG. Yes: he m: iy appe: al to the head of the agence Vi 

Mr. Reams. Is there any esti ablished policy or precedent in the 
(‘Commission as to what you would do in a case of that kind ? 

Mr. Younc. In the Commission we would merely review the action 
of the head of the agency to see whether or not it was in accordance 
with the rules and regulations and authority. If it were a veteran 
appealing under the Veterans’ Preference Act, then we would review 
the case from stem to stern. I do not know if there are any precedents 
in the files of the Commission with respect to that kind of situation. 

Mr. Reams. It is obvious that this is not as important a question 

s | thought. 

Mr. Dowpy. I have a question that has arisen since I was passed a 
while ago. 

The statement was made a minute ago that leave had not been accu- 
mulated within the last 3 years. Was there something to prevent an 
accumulation of leave before the Thomas rider / 

Mr. Murray. No. 

Mr. Downy. There has not been anything yet that prevented an ac- 
cumulation of leave because the Thom: as rider does not go into effect 
until June 2 of this year. 

Mr. Murray. It says that this section shall not be applicable to 
leave accumulated prior to January 1, 1952 

Mr. Downy. I have that before me. That was the reason that I was 
asking about the statement made by one of the witnesses that it had 
been accumulated for 3 years. 

Mr. Winstow. I believe that Mr. Winslow will find that there was 
another Thomas leave rider on a previous appropriation bill. 

Mir. Winstow. The first Thomas leave rider was in Public Law 455. 

Mr. Dowpy. That is the one that I have before me. 

Mr. Winstow. There was a prior rider on an appropriation act, and 
I did not bring it with me. I am confident one was in eifect. 

Mr. Downy. I never heard of one. 

Mr. Winstow. The Leave Act of 1951 under which employees are 
now getting their leave repealed the Thomas rider that was then in 
effect : so. it was in effect prior to the passage of the Leave Act of 1951. 
I do not have the specific date, but I can supply it for the record. 

Mr. Dowpy. How did this leave get accumulated that has brought 
all of this on if there was a Thomas leave rider in effect before that? 

Mr. Wrinstow. To begin with, the accumulation of leave, first, was 
authorized by the Congress in 1936 subsequent to the Economy Act of 
1933. The Economy Act of 1933 provided that employees could take 
only 15 days of the 30 days’ leave then available to them. In 1936, 
when the Economy Act was finally repealed, relating to leave, the 
1936 Leave Act was written and 26 days of annual leave was provided. 
A provision ine ‘luded i in that act allowed employees to carry forward 
as much as 60 days’ leave which had been accumulated over the 4- year 
period during which the “y were allowed to take only the 15 days of 
their 30 days. Then, during World War IT, the President asked the 
employees to limit their vacations whenever possible to not more than 
2 weeks, and also during that period the Congress provided for leave 
accumulations up to 90 di: iys because many of ‘the employees who were 
in the service during the period the Economy Act was in effect had 
accumulated 60 days’ leave over that period. 
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The World War IT legislation allowed them to carry forward that 
accumulation and raised the accumulation ceiling to 90 d: ays in order 
that they not be deprived of any earned leave they could not. take. 
So, those two situations are responsible for the large accumulations 
of leave that are on the books. 

Mr. Downy. When was this other rider passed that you are talking 
about? I am probably taking up too much time because I can check 
that. 

Mr. Winstow. I think the reasons for the accumulations are impor- 
tant to get into the record for you gentlemen. In other words, that 
is not something that h: appene ~«l jus st yeste rd Ly. 

Mr. Dowpy. I had in my mind that old stuff of the thirties and 
the early forties. This was the only Thomas leave rider that I was 
aware of. 

Mr. Corserr. May I just verify that point? In the Cee leave 
bill, section 601 of the Inde pen ide nt Offices Ap ypropr iation Act in 1952 
is the provision that you have in mind. 

Mr. Winstow. That is right. 

Mr. Dowpy. I have one more question. It is different. In regard 
to some of the hearings that I have read and I believe I ean give 
vou the figures—there was $11 million allowed by the Appropriations 
Committee for salaries in a department, whichever one it was, and 
there was set. aside $2 million of that to pay for annual leave. Now, 
is that what annual leave is costing us, about 20 percent of our appro 
priations ¢ 

Mr. Youna. Are you sure that is annual leave and not terminal 
leave ? 

Mr. Dowdy. Ithought that it said “annual leave.” Ido not know. 
I cannot put my finger on it quickly. It was in the hearings before 
the subcommitte of the Committee on Appropriations held on the 
inde ne ndent-oflices bill for 1954. There is too much of it for me to 
pic k it out right now. In one of them there was $11 million appro- 
swt and $2 million of that was set aside to pay annual leave, and 
I just wondered if our holiday time is costing 20 percent of our appro- 
priations. 

Mr. Youne. I would like to check that and see exactly what is meant 
there. 

The CuarrMan. Would you like to have that checked so that you 
ean have the answer? 

Mr. Dowpy. I would. 

The Cuarrman. Will you make a note of that and come up with 
the answer for the record, Mr. Winslow ? 

(The information requested is as follows :) 

May 15, 1953. 
Hon. Epwarp H. REEs, 
Chairman, Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. Rees: During recent hearings before vour committee on bills to 
repeal section 401 of Public Law 455, 82d Congress (H. R. 10438, H. R. 2348, and 
H. R. 4506), the committee asked the Civil Service Commissions to supply infor- 
mation concerning the history of leave and accumulation and the cost of annual 
leave. I am enclosing copies of two documents prepared for this purpose: 
(1) History of Annual Leave Accumulation in the Federal Service, and (2) Esti- 
mated Cost of Annual Leave for 1 Year. 


a 
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You will recall that in 1950 the Civil Service Commission and the Bureau of 
he Budget made u comprehensive survey and report on leave practices in the 


keder: service, Which included detailed statistics. As I am sure you will 
erstand, we have not attempted, within the time available, to make a new 
urvey of this type in preparing the enclosed cost statement, our approach 
is been to bring the already available survey data up to date by making neces- 
justments in the light of pay increases and changes in Leave Act cover 
ive since TOS50 
leuse let ine Know if you desire any further information 


Josepn E. WINSLOW, 
tssistant Pirecutive Director. 


N } \ND KI 3 Of} | 1 NVO D 

i es lgiures are based on the ae lal INSTI u on oft 1.250.000 Leave Act 
el vees by service groups as found in the 1950 leave survey, applied to March 
1955 employment under Leave Act coverage \n upward adjustment has been 
made in group A to take into account the I ean emergency intlux of short 
service indefinite eniplovees, ) It is mportant oO note i almost 1 miillic hi 

additional employees have been covered under the Leave Act since 1950, 
Group A (less than 3 years’ service) HOO000 
Group B (3 but less than 15 vears’ servi 1.155.000 
( up ¢ (15 or more years’ servic 158,000 
Pota 2,243,000 


DAYS OF ANNUAL LEAVE EARNED IN 1 YEAR 


Daye 
Group A (183 days X 900,000 employees) 11,700,000 
Group B (20 days X 1,155,000 employees ) 23,100,000 
Group ¢ 24 days X 188,000 employees) 4. SSO,000 
Total 39,680,000 
AVERAGE DAILY SALARY RATI 

Generally, employees with longer service are in the higher pay levels. There 
fore hn computing leave costs, it is necessary to determine separately the dollar 


ie of leave earned in each length of service group. The average Caily-salary 
ites of employees in the 3 service groups were obtained in the 1950 leave survey 
tes, as adjusted upward in proportion to the general average-salary 

increase since 1950, are as follows: 


These ri 





Group A (less than 3 years’ service ) $12.28 
Group B (3 but less than 15 years’ service) 1 
Group C (15 or more year's service) 18.64 


t. DOLLAR VALUE OF LEAVE EARNED IN 1 YEAR 


Group A ($12.28 X 11,700,000 days) $143,676,000 
Group B ($15.15 X 23,100,000 days) 349,965,000 
Group C ($18.64 X 4,880,000 days) 90,963,200 

Dollar value of leave, 1 year $584,604 200 


5. PERCENT OF PAYROLI 


Estimated wages and salaries in 1 year (based on the actual payroll 
for fiseal year 1952, reduced in proportion to the decrease in 


Federal employment between June 30, 1952 and March 1953 $8,631,600,000 
Dollar value of leave 584,604,200 
Percentage of payroll cost represented by earned annual leave 6.77 


The percentage of payroll represented by earned annual leave under the 1951 
Leave Act is significantly less than the 10 percent of payroll represented by the 
standard earning of 26 days leave a year for all employes under the previous 
leave system. Applied to the 1952 payroll, the difference of 3.23 percent repre- 


OT 


sents savings of $278,S00,680. 
84610—53———4 
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Not! Because of limitations on leave accumulation, some earned annual 
leave is forfeited each year. Forfeiture is more common among employees in 
the higher pay groups, whose greater responsibilities limit their opportunities 
to take leave No attempt has been made to estimate the amount of forfeiture. 


However, to the extent that forfeiture occurs, its effect would be to lower 
both the dollar value of annual leave earned each year, and the percent of pay- 
roll represented by annual leave 


HisTory oF ANNUAL LEAVE ACCUMULATION IN THE FEDERAL SERVICE 


Prior to 1932: Federal leave statutes made no provision for accumulation 

June 1932: The Economy Act of June 30, 1952, reduced annual leave from 
QO to 15 days a year, and made annual leave accumulative without limit 
March 1936: The Annual Leave Act of March 14, 1936, preserved the right of 


employees to leave which they had accumulated under the restriction of the 


Economy Act, and authorized future accumulations in amounts up to 60 days. 

December 1942: During World War II, Federal employees were requested by 
the President to limit annual leave to a period of 2 weeks a year, except in 
emergencies Because of this situation, the accumulation limit was increased, 
by Public Law S06, 77th Congress, to a total of 90 days 

December 1944: The Lump-Sum Leave Payment Act of December 21, 1944, 
prov s that all accumulated and current accrued annual leave would be paid 

i.lump sum upon separation from the service 

July 1947: Public Law 239, SOth Congress, restored, the 60-day accumulation 
mit Employees with ac mulations over this limit were permitted individual 

ng up to 90 days, but with the provision that these ceilings would be reduced 

s the exces f ve was usec 

September 1950: Section 1212 of the General Appropriation Act, 1951, required 
that all annual leave earned in calendat year 1950 be used or forfeited by June 30, 
1951 

August 1951: Section 601 of the Independent Offices Appropriation Act, 1952, 
equired that ; annual leave earned in calendar year 1951 be used or forfeited 
vy Jur 0. 1952 

October 1951: The Annual and Sick Leave Act of 1951: (1) Repealed section 
601 of the Independent Offices Appropriation Act, 1952 (2) prov ded a 60-day 

ol i imulat n (with a W- imit for certain categories of erseas 

‘ nel ) nd (3) protected existing accumulations, although providing for 

idual reduction of such accu lations to the 60-day level through normal 

july 1952: Section 401 of the Independent Offices Appropriation Act, 1958. 
worded as permanent legislation, requires forfeiture each June 30 of all unused 


annual leave earned in the preceding calendar yea! 


Mr. Gr SS, Following up the questions and remarks of my colleague, 
Mr. Rhodes, is it not true that if the administration of the past several 
years had with any degree of faithfulness observed the merit system, 
that the executive departments now and the Civil Service Commission 

ould not have to issue some of the orders that they are issuing ? 

Mr. Rac DES. \W 1] the ve tlen an vield? | would just like to point 
out that I have been in the Congress for 5 years and I certainly have 
not seen any appointments in my district—for the average Federal 
loyee—for a political reason. I said once before that I checked 
the emplovees in the social security office in my city, and I think if they 
were building up a political bureaucracy you would have a situation 
vhere so many of the Federal employees were Republicans. I am 
r no fault with that. I think it is very bad when you try to 


HnamMneg 
tear down the merit system under the guise of strengthening the merit 
svsem. Ido not think that is right. 

Mr. Coir. I] wonder if the gentleman is old enough to remember 
what happened in 1933, 1934, and 1935? 


Mr. Ruopes. I certainly am: yes. 


PR ee 
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Mr. Corserr. I have a very brief question: Is it not true that when 
you are talking about the cost of annual leave, that if the annual leave 
is not used up then the Government has not been required to hire a 
substitute to fill the spot in most cases / 

Mr. Winstow. That is right. 

Mr. Younea. I think that is a fair statement. 

Mr. Corserr. When you are talking about the cost of annual leave, 
only some portion of it is an additional cost, and that portion where 
no substitute is provided. 

Mr. Youna. That would be a fair statement, yes. 

Mr. Downy. If ever there comes a time when we allow for an ac- 
cumulation over a number of years, do you not think it would be well 
to credit that as a money vi alue ! If a man is working for $5,000 a 
year and accumulated 13 days’ leave, and then 5 or 6 years later he is 
getting a salary of $12,000 or $15,000, should not that leave be credited 
as a money value ? 

Mr. Youne. Our promotion system is not quite that good. I think 
that you havea point that is well worth considering. 

Mr. Downy. I was exaggerating it purposely to show what the re- 
sults would be. 

The Cuarrman. If there is nothing further, I want to thank you 
centlemen. 

Mr. Youne. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Winstow. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cramman. I would like to commend the membership for their 
fine attendance here this morning. 

Our next witness will be Mr. Luther Steward, president of the Na- 
tional Federation of Employees. 

We are always glad to have Mr. Steward come before us. We ap- 
preciate his views. You may now proceed to tell us what you think 
with respect to this legislation, or proposed legislation that we are con- 
sidering this morning. 


STATEMENT OF LUTHER STEWARD, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
FEDERATION OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Stewarp. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen of the commit- 
tee, we are appearing this morning in support of the proposed action 
to repeal section 401 of the Independent Offices Appropriation Act 
of 1953, known as the Thomas leave rider. 

The failure of Congress to enact any legislation placing Federal 
employees on a parity with employees in private business and industry 
with respect to une mployme nt insurance, and the enforced foregoing 
of leave during the years of the Second World War for which Federal 
employees were in nowise responsible, has resulted in the large back- 
log of unused accumulated leave. 

Tt should be noted, however, although it is unfortunately overlooked 
in so many instances, that Congress conferred on Federal employees 
the right to accumulate leave under certain conditions when, because 
of emergency conditions, they were not able to use that leave, it re- 
sulted in the Government, the employer, receiving service for periods 
when they would under the law normally have been permitted to 
absent themselves on annual leave with pay. 
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So that this estimated expense to liquidate all unused accumulated 
eave does not represent an outlay, an additional outlay crom the 
lreasury of the United States, but merely to recompense employees 


wr work they performed when they were entitled to be in leave status. 
These things have tended to obscure the purpose of annual leave 
to Tur h vacations. That is sor ething that is recognized 
by all modern en ploye rsa ra| e! Iplovyes sql ke as a ve ry necessary part 
of maintaining business and industry. or government on an efficient 
t] cessity of having employe absent themselves at least 
me d o the y or the p rp » of rest, recreation, change, 
th iy effectively carry on the ormal procedures. 
| las vell ited by C rma } oO | t some restrictions 
mposed bv a ict of Congre on admn ratol 1 the executive 
brane] ave tended to lesse1 some mnstance , almost to the point of 
x ] ( exer ( t ad retiol 
Now, e rht as well face t fact that this unfortunate condition 
ought about by a lack of confidence on the part of Congress 
( rato} the executive branch 
Mr. Chan in. if this Gove ent is to conduct itself on a reason 
ly efficient basis, that barrier must be broken down. There must 
a reestablishment and a ma tenance of mut il confidence between 
»executive and legislat ve branches of our Government. Each has 
ts place, as set forth in the Constitution. When, however, the legis- 
lative branch attempts to invade the administrative field through the 
mposition of cet tiled ad hnistrative procedures, it cloes not accom- 
DD } ts purpose 5 it unduly han pers the efficient operation of the 
Crovernment. 
Now, it is possible in any ordinary agency of Government to have 
a leay » hedule developed. \l] employees cannot get away at the 


sAme time, however much they might desire to do SO % but that schedule 
Iministration, so that 


( 
] } 
} 


. the necessary conti- 


s developed at some level of supervision, or 
the work of the agency may be carried on wit 


nuity and yet the employees of the agency distr bute throughout the 


ile? dar yveur vacations eee to them hy opera tion of law. 
We have never heard of any instance = an employee refused 
to take leave, but may I say, sir, s cane 1 such a case arise the head of 


any agency has ample authority to insist ia: reasons cood and suffi- 


cient that such employee shall take a vacation, and if the employee 
remains obdurate rs hereby subjects himself to the necessary dis- 
inary measures, and I feel confident that if that should ultimately 
reach the Civil re Commission the action of the administrator 
would be sustained. That, to us, does not seem to be a problem. 
Now, may I say that the accumulation does not represent the total 
accumulation because on account of the rapid growth of the Federal 
personnel during World War II, the necessary introduction of tre- 
mendous numbers of new and untrained employees, the older and 
more experienced employees and those in key positions could not 
take leave. The national emergency would not permit it, and so 
even with the temporary extension of accumulation to 90 d: ays there 
were literally thousands who lost in some instances as much as 60 
days of leave that they had earned but could not take. We might as 
well face the fact that is not a loss to the ( rovernment, that. is simply 
deferment of payment to what the Congress of the United States 
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has decreed should be given to employees—paid annual leave in stip 
ulated amounts. 

The repeal of the Thomas rider would throw back the responsibility 
where it properly belongs, on administrators. 

Obviously, the act of 1951 should be amended to shift froma the 
last pay period in December over to the first pay period in January 
to ennble employees to take unusued portions of their annual leaves 1n 
and around Christmas and New Year, a period which normally is a 
dull one through ut the Federal service, W ith some exceptions. 

secondly, in the event that the Thomas rider is not repealed out 
right but is merely amended, certainly in the light of existing condi 
tions the period W thin which leave miay be used hould cert unly be 
extended until the beginning of the next calendar year. 

If this whole subje viewed tm its true perspective, that is, 1t 1 


the fert | 


on to grant vacation periods, and that it is the duty of ad 
ministrators to see that these vacation period are taken and there 
again discretion should certainly be permitted to heads of depart 
ments and agencies WV hich wo ld permit In some im tances the accu 
mulation of leave to what Is a reason: ble figure ot 60 days- this whole 
})1 blem would disappear. It has been confused by so many collatera]| 


ssues that do not bear on the main problem, and vet have served to 


cdiseriminate acainst the en ployee aw who, { rough no fault of their 
own, were deprived of the leave that Conere had authorized them 
to receive with pay. 
And. shi uld the ores nits wiscde Ni. and | hope that they 
\ | not be too lone defer ad. enact leo lation which will put Feder i 
( ploy es ona parity with those private CLUSUry 1 the matter of 
nemplo nt in a \ wil } re of this enforced 
l h { l a nh 1 Vé l dl ! lie ( 1! mwplovVvmMentet 1 11 
nee Pha unfortunate It uld not iny way be set up as 
substitute fe iplovment urance \s a matt of fact, 11 
discretion of the administrati d there 1 rea why | 
i IH not pe inplovee to take leave during the calenda 
rin which case ib} | tion ould be permitted |] 
ond that, but in ne stances houl employees by put the positioi 
where they have to take t] lenve within a sta dl period, ¢ leavy 
d then be denied the use of that leave through administrative au 
{ mity, 1 vbe tor good reaso and so fall bewee two stools and 
get no benefit from legislation that was i tended to benefit them a 
wel ! he employer thro al) the installation of necessary vacatior 
period 
I 
The CuarrnMan. T] s your vie that the annual leave a ich 
should not be paid for in cash except and unless it can be shown that 
the employees Services | ave heen required by the agen *y where he is 
employed ¢ In othe words, ani ial leave is intended, a vi u subs be. 


for a vacation period / 

Mr. Srewarp. Yes. 

The CuatrMan. And not to accumulate money; is that right? 

Mr. SrewaArp. Exactly. We have gotten clear away from the pur 
pose of anual leave. 

The CuaAtrRMAN. That is the point. This thing came about largely 
in 1944——— 

Mr. Srewarp. The war emergency. 
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The Cnarrman (continuing). During the war emergency, and it has 
carried over from that. Is that not correct / 

Mr. Srewarp. And when the large amourts began to be talked 
about, Congress got a little frightened. 

The CHarrMAN. Evidently they did. 

We appreciate your statement. 

Mr. Lesinskt. In other words, you believe that Federal employees 
should be under a sort of social-security system as far as unemploy- 
ment is concerned 2 

Mr. Srewarp. They should have unemployment insurance. 

Mr. Lestnsxt. Instead of accumulating leave, they should be paid 
off ? 

Mr. Srewarp. Put on a parity with employees in private business 
and industry in that respect; yes. 

Mr. Lestnsxi. That is all. 

The CHatrMan. We thank you, Mr. Steward. 

Just before we recess, we want to appoint a subcommittee to con- 
sider H. R. 569, a bill to authorize the Postmaster General to impound 
mail in certain cases, and the chairman appoints Mr. Cole as chair- 
man and Mr. Gubser and Mr. Bolton. 

Mr. Murray. And for the minority, Mr. Rhodes and Mr. Dowdy. 

The CuatrmMan. The committee will stand adjourned until tomor- 
row morning at 10 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 11:55 a. m., the committee adjourned. ) 
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WEDNESDAY, MAY 6, 1953 


Housk or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON Post Orrick AND Civin SERVICE, 
Washington. D. ¢ 
‘The committee met at 10 a. m.. pursuant to recess, in room 214, ¢ ld 
House Office Building, the Honorable Edward H. Rees, chairman, 
presiding. 

The Cuatrman. The committee will be in order. We will continue 
our hearings on H. R. 4506, 1043, 2343. We have with us this morning 
Mr. James Campbell, er nt, i Federation hie »vernment 
Employees. We will be glad to have your testimony, Mr. Campbell. 
If you have a pre saat statement, you might hand one to the stenog- 
rapher, if you will, and if you have additional statements we will pass 
them amone the committee. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES A. CAMPBELL, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 


FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES, WASHINGTON, 
D. C. 


Mir. Camepet.. We have furnished them to the committee. 

The CuarrMan. You have done that already ? 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. ha may proceed. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. . Chairman, if I may digress for just a moment 
in the order of Boe stm I should like to thank you and the ranking 
minority member, Mr. Murray, for your action yesterday against the 
riders on the appropriation bill. We appreciate that very much. 

Mr. Chairman, I am James A. Campbell, national president of the 
American Federation of Government Employees, affiliated to the 
American Federation of Labor. Our entire membership is affected by 
the bills which have been introduced to provide for the repe al of sec 
tion 401 of the Independent Offices Act of 1953, which prohibits the 
iccumulation of annual leave. 

The organization which I represent is emphatically in favor of the 
repe: al of this provision in law which has come to be known as the 
“Use it or lose it” provision. We feel now, as we did when the law 
was passed, that it was a step backward and was, therefore, com- 
pletely indefensible from the standpoint of good business management 
or sound personnel relations. It entails a threat to e mployee morale 
which is of very considerable benefit and value to the Government. I 
am firmly convinced that the Federal civilian service has a great deal 
more to lose by continuing the so-called Thomas amendment than it 
has saved, or will be able to save. In my remarks, which I shall en- 


7 


aé 





ieavor to make as col} se as possible, I shall pot out some ot my 


reasons for that Opinio) 


When the law pro biting the aeceu nulat Ol} ot “ul nun leave was 


hacted, ¢ laim was made that it would result ha very considerable 


ne to the Government. The amount that was mentioned at the 

rit was $125 million. Instead ota saving of that proportiol the fact 
that it has been a costly experience, and | believe there is every mai 
cation that this provision 1s cost ng the taxpayers that much na year. 

As | nea employees earn nhnnual leave, they ure ¢ ntitled to use it and, 

they are compelled to forego its use ce mpletely, the Grover 

( pay for that leave eithe urrently, during the ndividual’s 
} x od of employment, 01 at the end of his service ina lump sum. The 

wav the Government would be able to save on th s basis is to grant 
he individual the right to earn the leave : i then make certain that 

» dot not have the opport hity tou e it. aL s, of cout e, is resorting 

rp practice, something ertainly unworthy of the United 
{ rove ment 
Lie ¢ \ a {ference involved in t! situation is when the payment 1s 
1) ‘ | Imnating thre p> Dil oT ac mulat he leave cannot result 
ving. Whether I iv, 5600 salary is spread 
Ove Zor 56 pay period wa ! yf checks give to the employee 
if eis au ieave stat ! re Lsingle pay t of S600 to that 
f loves ipo! lew ‘ ! e, makes no difference in the 
t of one vid out | ulation of annual leave cannot 
cussed separately from the question of lump-sum payment for 
mulated leave ind for t reaso I will direct son OT my re 
} » ti ] iD j | 
‘ ( ( { p ees to accumulate a 
lea that it ( t for the Government to 
ee for \ his services were essential 
erat t wctivity As this has hap 
} ( ( kely that an emplo e will 
\ unt of leave to his eredit. In many 
( I eu | COL woo Ol the 
) I Groy W \ ve done the sto pen 
| 1 { ( ( ) l e be much 
1) I { »veta from his work and en 
I ( ( 0 vemel of en lovees 
I { yen t. but is ertainly 
{ use if L] od whet may not 
tively fe b nt the leave. 

\\ ( ! 1) siderat i by Ce 0 in 
1944, t pal ent { » passage of the bill was that it 

he G (| hn Tact ult in a saving. 

I tye report ubmitted to the Ho by chairman Robert Ramspe k 

Committee on Civil Service contained the specific statement 

t t the bill “would save expens to the Government.” TI believe a 

quotation from that report might explain better than anything that 

& ht say at the moment about the advantages of the lump sum law. 
oll 19 in excerpt from that report: 

In order to receive the le ts of j ated leave prior to separation from 
the Government service, the date of separation must be fixed at the expiration 
of ch leave Mmployees who are to be separated from the service, therefore, 
! he rried on tl payroll an nominal employees until they have received 


salary covered by the ac unulated leave 
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This bill would provide many benefits such as limitation of the problems of dual 
compensation; stop service credit on the last day of active duty; permit im- 
mediate recruitment of a successor to a separated employee; would make funds 
available to employees leaving the service after the war, enabling them to return 
to their homes or reestablish themselves in other employment ; would simplify and 
expedite a clearance of records in closing out field installations ; would eliminate 
considerable paper work for payroll sections, and would save expenses to the 
Government. 

The Caiman. You did not give a date. This was in 1944, was it 
not ¢ 

Mr. CamppeLy. Yes, sir. 

The Cuairman. I just wanted the record to show that that state- 
ment was made when the act of 1944 was approved. 

Mr. Camppeiy. Yes; that was in 1944. 

During the debate on the floor of the House, Chairman Ramspeck 
made the statement that it “would not cost any more money to make 
payment in a lump sum.” 

The lump-sum payment of leave has resulted in many misconcep- 
tions about the leave rights of Federal employees that the remedy for 
the troubles that have been piling up is not to deprive Federal em- 
ployees of any of their leave rights but to put the leave program on 
a fair and realistic basis. 

Permit employees to accumulate 60 days of annual leave, but en- 
courage its use. The encouragement, however, must be directed at 
agency officials. They are the ones who prevent employees from using 
their leave. There is absolutely no reason why agencies cannot so 
plan the granting of leave that employees may use it and thus escape 
the loss of leave. 

I further propose immediate repeal of the so-called Thomas amend- 
ment requiring annual leave to be used within a 18-month period. 

The leave situation would be further corrected by the restoration of 
the amount of annual and sick leave available under the leave laws of 
1936, and the restoration of the right to accumulate annual leave cur- 
rently with a maximum of 60 days. 

The purported purpose of changes made during the last 2 years in 
conditions under which annual leave may accrue and be used has been 
economy, but it is false economy. In reality, the savings which were 
claime a for these revisions of the leave laws are extreme ‘ly hy age t- 
ical; in fact they are paper savings that are more than offset by the 
ie of morale and the increased diflic ulty in attracting enough 
of the most desirable persons to the Government service. 

The sponsor of the Thomas amendment in the House debate said 
it would not result in the loss of 1 minute’s leave, explaining that it 
meant that all it requires of an employee is “either you take that 
annual leave or you do not get paid for it.’ What the gentleman 
neglected to point out was that the granting of leave is completely out 
of the employee’s control and that if an employee cannot use his leave, 
he will lose it. 

las ‘sponsor of this law said it “will save the taxpayers $125 million 
a yea > Nowhere to my knowledge did he ever a ahieiiaies that 
= The only way it can be substantiated is by assuming that em 
ployees are going to lose leave and thus save this amount of money 
by depriving them of a substantial amount of leave 
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Employees under the Classification Act must lose 50 million hours 
of annual leave at the average salary for this group to make this $125 
iillion savings possible. 

I would like to show this committee that while this fictitious savings 
Is supposed to be taking place, the Government is actually losing a 


i iC] large) sul Part ot this loss « an be estimated and the estimate 
greater than the paper savings of $125 million. There is still 
part oT it that cannot be estimated. This portion consists of the 1n- 


tang ble harm done to employee morale, the ereation of obstacles to 
recruitment of civil service « mployees, and the increased cost of that 
recruitment. 

I know that the first reaction of the uninformed critic of the Fed- 
eral civil service is that “you can get all the persons you want for 
civil service jobs.” The fact is that the Civil Service Commission, as 
well as individual agencies, cannot obtain anywhere near the number 
of q ialified persons needed to operate the Government efficiently. 
That is the first difficulty. The second is that the Government has 
oreat difficulty in holding employees. 

Che fact is that the turnover rate in the Federal service is disturb- 


ingly his gh. In the calendar year 1952, 398,930 persons voluntarily left 
their Fe al civil service positions. This represented a rate of 18.58 
percent of average employment during the year. The record was 
worse in 1940, when 437,227 persons voluntarily left their jobs, the 
equivalent of 21.18 percent of average employment. These fieures do 
not include separ: ations in reduction in force, dismissals for cause, or 
retirement. They include only \ tiles movement from jobs. 

In the AFGE national offi we have made a conservative estimate 
of the cost of only that part of turnover re presenting employees volun- 

irilv leaving their job is. That estimate for the 398,930 employees 1 in 


1952 is $125 million. That is a great deal more than the unsubstan- 
tiated saving of $125 million made possible by depriving employees of 
the leave they have earned, 

lurnover isa very real loss. It represents a costly phase of employ 
ment which industry acknowledges and endeavors to overcome. I 
would not say categorically that recent leave policies have contributed 
substantially to the Federal turnover rate, but it would seem so. The 
fact that many more persons voluntarily left their jobs in 1951, than 
in 1950 or 1952 indicates that there was some factor that made Govern- 

nent en ayers nent less attractive. My ouess is that the reduction in 

“ave Was an Important factor, for it was in 1951 that leave was so much 

der le shalndhans Cc ‘consider: ition and finally reduced. 

Many misleading cost figures have been presented to prove annual 
leave is costly to the Government. One study by a congressional com- 
mittee indicated that the money value of the leave accumulation of 
1.258.000 emplovess on January 1, 1950, was $582 million. I do not 
question the accuracy of this ficure. but its interpretation can be 
greatly misleading. Actually, the Government would be required to 

eet this cost onlv if every Federal emplovee resioned at the Same time 
leave at the same time. Obviously this 





or 1ft evel Vv el iplovee went on 
Col Id not happen. 


The cost of Government operation is undoubtedly higher under 


the law restricting use of leave. This cost phase is affected by many 
tors. The leave restriction complicates the recording of the accural 
| use of leave, because there are overlapping 18-month periods in 


a 
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which leave earned in 2 separate calendar years may be used. It re- 
stricts the discretion of agency officials to grant leave when the em- 
ployee can best be spared and yet not compel him to use his leave at 
inconvenient times or lose it. If Government ope rations are to con- 
tinue as desired for good management, restricted of leave results in 
need for overtime payments or additional employees. The only alter- 
native is not to do the work. 

I believe, therefore, that it will in fact contribute to economy of 
operation to repeal the prohibition on accumulation of annual leave 
leave and restore the 26-day accrual for all employees. 

a. Chairman, I wish to express my apprec lation for the oppor- 
tunity to present the views of this F ederation. 

7 he CHatRMan. Are there any questions on the left? Any questions 
on the right ? 

If not, we appreciate your statement, Mr. Campbell. 


AMERICAN FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES, 
Washington 4, D. C., May 12, 19538. 


Subject: Supplementary statement of the American Federation of Government 
EXxmployees on leave. 


Hon. Epwarp H. REEs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DeAR CONGRESSMAN ReEES: On May 6, 1953, I was privileged to testify before 
your committee on H. R. 1048, H. R. 2348, and H. R. 4506, bills to repeal the 
so-called Thomas use-it-or-leave-it annual-leave amendment Because of the 
mportance of this legislation to Federal employees generally, my remarks were 
restricted on that occasion to these bills. 

Hiowever, there is one aspect of the leave situation which has resulted in a 
serious inequity to certain United States citizen employees of the Panama Canal 
Zone I refer to Public Law 233, 82d Congress. 

Under sections 208 and 204, all civilian employees on the zone, except those 
employed by the Panama Canal Company and the Canal Zone Government, are 
subject to the graduated-leave system. Our federation is convinced that all 
lnited States citizen employees on the zone should receive leave identical with 
that provided for Panama Canal Company and Canal Zone Government workers. 

Those now adversely affected under the present statute include employees of 
he Departments of Navy, Army, Air Force, Agriculture, Labor, Commerce, Jus 
tice, Treasury, State, and Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Our position in this connection is based upon the valid reasoning used to accord 
Panama Canal Company and Canal Zone Government the additional rate of leave 
iccumulation they now receive. 

A leave differential for Federal employees in the Tropics was confirmed in 
Public Law 471, 74th Congress. This legislation excluded Panama Canal Com 
pany and Canal Zone Government employees on the zone from the general 
provisions of that statute. The specific exemption was repeated in Publie Law 
235, S2d Congress. In section 5 of Public Law 471, however, Congress definitely 
confirmed the continuation of the then-existing leave differential for Federal 
Government employees stationed outside the continental United States. 

Since the Panama Canal was originally constructed, it has been generally 
recognized that tropical conditions existing on the zone raises certain hazards 
to the health of employees leaving the Temperate Zone to work on the Canal 
Zone. 

As a result, employees on the zone require frequent and extended vacations 
away from the Isthmus in order to maintain their energy and strength. Medical 
authorities advise employees and their families to take such recuperative leave 
in a temperate climate at least every 2 years. This advice is based upon the 
debilitating effect of the Tropics on people reared in the Temperate Zone and 
their susceptibility to various types of infections peculiar to a tropical climate 

This is the primary reason for extending additional leave benefits to civilian 
employees on the Panama Canal Zone. Since these climatic conditions have 
a generally identical effect on all United States citizens, regardless of the Federal 
agency on the zone by whom they are employed, it is logical for us to recommend 
that leave benefits apply with equal force to all such employees. 
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Furthermore, for those employees who are now subject to the graduated-leave 
law, 13, 20, or 26 days’ annual leave is totally inadequate. This is particularly 
true when we realize that in taking a stateside vacation the employee normally 
spends 12 days alone in travel. Referring again to the fact that zone workers 
are advised to take recuperative vacations away from the Tropics every 2 years, 
it can readily be seen that a very large part of their accumulation of leave will 
be devoted solely to stateside vacations with little opportunity for normal time 
away from the job on the zone itself. 

Gur federation is convinced, therefore, that United States citizen employees on 
the Cana! Zone now covered by Public Law 233, 82d Congress, should be excluded 
from that statute or in any event should receive leave benefits equal to those 
accorded their fellow-employees on the zone 

Needless to say, any consideration of placing Canal Zone workers under the 
Thomas amendment restriction would be pointless because of the reasons noted 
above. 

Mr. Chairman, I will deeply appreciate the incorporation of these comments 
into the record of hearings on H. R. 1043, H. R. 2343, and H. R. 4506. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES A. CAMPBELL, 
National President 


We will now eall Mr. William Doherty, president of the National 
Association of Letter Carriers. You may proceed, sit 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM C. DOHERTY, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF LETTER CARRIERS, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Donerty. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, my 
name is William C. Doherty; my position is president, National Asso- 
ciation of Letter Carriers. Our organization represents more than 
100,000 city, village, and rural letter carriers located throughout the 
— States, Alaska, Puerto Rico, and the Hawaiian Islands. 

If it pleases the Chair and the members of the committee, I should 
like to file my statement at this time, and proceed extemporaneously 
for the | rie f time that I will consume. 

The Cuarman. We are glad to have you do that, 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM C, DOHERTY, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIATIUN or 
LETTER CARRIERS 


Mr. Chairman, for the record, may I say that my name is William C. Doherty ; 
my position is president, National Association of Letter Carriers. Our organiza- 
tion represents more than 100,000 city, village, and rural letter carriers located 
throughout the United States, Alaska, Puerto Rico, and the Hawaiian Islands. 

\t the outset I should like to express my personal appreciation, as well as that 
of the NALC, to you, Mr. Chairman, and your able committee for scheduling 
these hearings. Representing as they do, initial hearings on legislation in which 
all postal and other Federal employees are interested, may I express the fervent 
hope that similar hearings will be quickly scheduled and announced on Federal 
salaries, retirement, labor-management uniform allowances for letter carriers 
and all other bills which intimately affect the wages, working conditions, and 
welfare of employees 


Chis morning we are dealing with one of the most vexing of all ellployee prob 


Annual leave. Specifically, we are concerned with the present restrictions 
placed on the leave law covering postal personnel, and other Federal employees 
First. we should like to place our endorsement on H. R. 2345, introduced on 
January 29, 1953, by the distinguished member of this committee from Wisconsin, 
Mr. Gardner Withrow Not only do we endorse this measure, but we also 
earne urge committee approval and eventual passage of the measure. At the 

ppropriate time, I propose to suggest an amendment or two to H. R. 2345 which 


s the favorable attention of this committee and the Congress. 
D ; proposes to amend Public Law 233—the law under which present 
sick leave benefits are allowed. The Withrow amendment would 
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simply provide that annual and sick leave be credited to postal employees in the 
field service on the basis of time on the rolls, rather than on the basis of actual 
hours worked during a pay period. Under this proposal leave for any calendar 
year would be credited to the account of the employee on the first of every calen- 
dar year. It also provides that refunds shall not be required in the event the 
employee retires, dies, or enters the military service. 

Current regulations providing for the administration of Public Law 233 for 
postal employees were announced in the Postal Bulletin, dated March 25, 1952 
(No. 19522). Chapter IIi, article 60, of the Post Office Manual covers the sub- 
ject in part. This particular article provides, among other things, that “leave 
will accrue by the pay period and be granted on a calendar year basis.” 

Our opposition centers nrovnd the present requirement that “leave will accrue 
by the pay period.” 

This is an unfair requirement. It is particularly harsh on substitute postal 
employees and in a lesser degree on regular, or annual rate, employees. It is 
not only unfair to the employee, it is equally inequitable from the point of view 
of the Post Office Department. It is also uneconomical. 

Why is this particular provision unfair to postal employees? 

Before going into that question, I should say that Congress did not specifically 
legislate the requirement we oppose. In passing Public Law 2338 on October 30, 
1951, the 82d Congress simply adjusted the leave awards for sick and vacation 
periods. Section 206 of the bill did, however, authorize the Civil Service Com- 
inission “to prescribe such rules and regulations as may be necessary to provide 
for the administration of this title * * *. On the strength of this authority 
and no doubt in collaboration with the postal authorities, instructions were 
issued in the March 25, 1952, Postal Bulletin, previously referred to in this state- 
ment In fairness to our friends in the Post Office Department, I want to say 
that it is my understanding that the Department did not favor the present system 
of computing leave on the basis of actual hours worked per pay period. Fur- 
thermore, the Department did in fact point out the administrative and cost pit- 
falls inherent in the adoption of the present method. However, the subject 
was decided by the Comptroller General and the Department had no choice other 
than to publish the instructions as they appear in the postal regulations today. 

I should also say for the benefit of those new members of this distinguished 
committee who might not otherwise be aware of it, postal employment is some- 
what peculiar in one respect from other Federal work. In the field service of 
the Post Office Department there are substitute employees. These people are 
part-time workers paid at an hourly rate. It is important to remember, however, 
that practically every substitute letter carrier, for example, perfoms an average 
of at least 40 hours work per week over any 12-month period. Many of them 
average a great many more hours than the standard 40-hour workweek applicable 
to regular employees. The very nature of their position as hourly employees 
prevents them from knowing in advance how many hours they will work this 
pay period or some other pay period, although in any 12-month period their 
average workweek is invariably greater than the accepted 40-hour week. Like- 
wise they have no control over the hours they work; that is, they cannot 
apportion their work over each succeeding pay period so as to assure them- 
selves of the maximum leave earnings each pay period. 

The work opportunities afforded substitutes and the nature of their employ- 
ment should therefore be borne in mind in any discussion of the unfairness 
of present regulations. 

The regulation that leave shall accrue by pay periods and the accompanying 
stipulation that this rate of accrual shall be based on the actual number of 
hours an employee is in a pay status would be on sound grounds if it could be 
shown that substitutes only work 5 or 10 or any number of hours less than 
40 in each of the 26 pay periods in a year—incidentally, a pay period is 86 hours 
and 40 minutes or slightly more than 2 calendar weeks. However, as I have 
stated, and as the record will show, the overwhelming majority of our sub- 
stitutes are working 40 to 50 and even 60 hours each and every week, or 80 to 
100 and 120 hours each and every pay period. The explanation is today’s heavy 
mail volume, normal replacements for ill and vacationing regular employees, 
vacant regular routes and a general ever-increasing postal business. 

We are not here advocating that these employees be allowed to earn more 
annual leave each calendar year. We are merely saying that a substitute should 
be given the benefits of his good working periods so as to make up for whatever 
dull or slow pay periods he might encounter during a 12-month span 
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The simplest and fairest method to accomplish this end is through the adoption 
of Congressman Withrow’s measure, H. R. 2345. That is, permit an employee to 
earn leave as long as he is on the payroll consistent with the maximum amount 
his creditable service entitles him to earn 

The procedure we are advocating worked successfully for years prior to the 
present method of computing leave. Of course, until 1939 only regular employees 


were granted sick and annual leave. Public Law 194 of the 76th Congress ap- 
proved July 18, 1939, granted these same leave rights to substitutes for the first 
time. The act of July 1, 1945, Public Law 134, further refined the law as it 
applied to substitutes. Finally, in 1947, Public Law 35 brought the law affecting 
substitutes in line with that governing regular employees. 30th groups then 
earned leave as long as they were working or available for duty. 

I might point out that long before Congress approved Public Law 35 in 1947 


it clearly indicated that it intended to permit a substitute to accrue leave bene- 
fits as long as he was on the payroll or available for work. Public Law 35 said 
as much in positive terms. It was also approached negatively under the provi- 
sions of Public Law 492, 79th Congress, approved April 30, 1940. Section 2 of 
this act provided: 

“No substitute shall be entitled to sick leave * * * when such substitute is not 
available for duty.” 

Let me emphasize the words “not available for duty.” In other words, was 
not Congress saying in effect that as long as a substitute was available for duty 
he was eligible to earn leave rights? 

Earlier I suggested that it was not economical for the Department to continue 
under the present system. It is not economical simply because it is an inexcusable 
waste of public funds to insist on the compilation and maintenance of voluminous 
records and files which merely substantiate a fact already demonstrated as true. 
There were no abuses as long as Public Law 35 was operative. Conceivably there 
might have been a substitute clerk here and there in a third-class office who re- 
ceived unusual leave benefits from the application of Public Law 35. However, 
these were the exceptions. The overwhelming bulk of substitutes are employed 
in first-class offices and to a lesser extent in second-class offices. As I have 
pointed out these substitutes are normally employed greatly in excess of 40 hours 
a week during any average vear 

I am very hopeful that this committee will give earnest and favorable consid- 
eration to an amendment to H. R. 2345. 

My suggestion is that the bill be amended to provide for leave earnings at the 
employees’ current rate of accrual for all time spent on the disability rolls. I 
am not referring to those separated on retirement disability. I have in mind only 
those employees who are injured or disabled in line of duty, and who are awarded 
compensation benefits during the period of their illness and convalescence and 
who subsequently return to their duties. Under present law these temporarily 
disabled employees do not earn leave benefits during the period of their disability. 

This is an unwholesome situation to say the very least. It should be corrected, 
and I trust this fine committee will do so. I can tell you that approval of this 
suggested amendment will be a morale builder of the first order. It should also 
be noted that private industry by and large does not deny employees their leave 
rights during periods of disability incurred in line of duty. The Federal Gov- 
ernment should be the leader in this type of enlightened management practice. 

A second suggestion I should like to offer concerns the elimination of the so- 
called Thomas rider. This obnoxious restriction is contained in section 401 of the 
Independent Offices Appropriations Act, 1953, approved March 21, 1952. 

I believe there is little need to go into lengthy detail about this rider. It is 
probably the most discussed and cussed piece of legislation affecting Federal 
employees ever enacted by any Congress. Briefly stated, the section to which I 
refer provides in the main that there can be no accumulation of, or subsequent 
payment for, any annual leave earned during any calendar year which is not 
used before the end of the fiscal year. 

The most disappointing feature of this ill-advised legislation is that Congress 
granted postal employees a fair leave schedule on one hand and in the very same 
session made it impossible, in many instances, for our people to enjoy the benefits 
of the enactment. In blunt terms, we say that Congress made a contract with 
Federal employees and broke the contract before the ink was dry on the document. 

I think it is also important to point out that legislating by rider is a poor 
way to do business. In the case at bar, so to speak, exhaustive hearings on the 
subject of leave were conducted by this committee as well as the Senate Post 
Office and Civi' Service Committee. A great deal of work went into these hear- 
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ings, not only by the several members of the committees, but also by your pro- 
fessional staffs. After all the effort, time, and expense involved in bringing this 
subject before the Congress, a leave law was enacted—only to be sabotaged by 
the Thomas amendment. 

Frankly, we should like to have legislation affecting our welfare handled by 
the regular committees. In that way, we will have an opportunity to present our 
case at public hearings such as we are witnessing today. We may not always se- 
cure everything we seek, or in the exact measure of our aspirations, but open 
hearings give us our only chance to make our case. 

In this connection, I want to pay proper tribute to the chairman and other mem 
bers of this committee for the strong opposition they voised on the floor of the 
House against this method of circumventing the prerogatives and jurisdiction 
of their committee. I urge each of you to continue your insistance on the 
regular order. 

In conclusion, I want to thank you, Mr, Chairman, and the members of your 
committee for the opportunity of be ing 1 ard this morning. I sincerely hope for 
early and favorable action on H. R. 5, as amended along the lines of the two 
suggesitons I mentioned during this ‘ate Zan 

Mr. Donerry. I should like to make clear the position of the Na- 
tional Association of Letter Carriers on the subject of annual leave. 
We have never at any time believed that annual leave should be used 
as severance pay when one becomes separated from the Government 
service. Rather, it is our belief that the leave should be used in the 
year in which it is granted to the employees. I want to take this 
opportunity to thank the chairman and the minority leader of the 
committee and all others for the magnificent job done on the floor of 
the House yesterday in knocking out the rider which would have 
vitiated the Lloyd- La Follette Act of 1912 and the Veterans’ Prefer- 
ence Act of 1944. To our way of thinking, the Lloyd-La Follette Act 
is the magna carta of the Government employees, and particularly 
the postal workers. 

Reverting to the subject of leave, I have before me a letter received 
just this morning, Mr. Chairman, from our local in Hampton, Va. 
It is dated May 4. I should like to read for the edification of the 
committee just one paragraph from that letter, which reads as follows: 

If and when it turns out that some of our members do lose some of the vaca 
tion time they should have had, what manner of redress does the man have? 
Men in this office have lost vacation time before and nothing was done. The 
time was just lost, and we do not wish that to happen again. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have numerous 
letters on file in our office. We have filed a brief in the Post Office 
Department expressing the hope that ways and means will be found 
to give these pe ople the annual leave that is legitimate ‘ly theirs. The 
Postmaster General has apparently issued orders to the various post- 
masters ¢ urtailing appropriations during the months of April, May, 
and June, and the local postmasters are construing that to mean that 
letter carriers and other postal employees shall not take the leave that 
is legitimately due them, leave that was earned prior to December 31, 
1952, and which is rightfully theirs. Asa matter of fact, some leave 
that they are accumulating in this year 1953 will not be paid for. 
Under the Thomas rider to the appropriations bill, as you well know, 
it is a matter of either using it or losing it, and many of our people 
are coing to lose the leave that is legitimately theirs. Therefore, I 
would urge, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, that the 
Thomas leave rider be eliminated, that the jurisdiction over such per- 
soinel matters in the Government should rightfully belong to this 
committee, where it has been established by law. If there is no other 
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way of appre hinge the subject. that some kind of amendment or some 
k Lot} posal be brought in which will gu arantee particularly totter 
rie! that they \ 11] receive the leave that has hemi accorded them 


by the Government in the year that it was earned by that particular 
employee. 

That, a Chairman, concludes my statement. 

The Cramman. We thank you, Mr. Doherty. Are there any ques- 
CiONS O the leave? 

Mr. Bouron. Mr. Chairman, I have one brief question. 

If the Thomas amendment were so limited, sir, as to require the 
employee to take his leave time within an 18 — pe riod, as it is 
now written, except that where it was impossible for him to do so be- 
cause of the situation within the Department or within the post office 
in which he worked, he got a statement to that effect from his superior, 
what would be the reaction of your organization to that? 

Mr. Donerry. I say, Congressman Bolton, that that would cer- 
tainly be a ste p in the right direction. We think that the Thomas 
ae rider should be eliminated in its entirety and the jurisdiction 
over matters of leave and other personnel problems should be in this 
camninittee where it rightfully belongs. We have no objection to the 
exception you have outlined. It would help in cases such as I have 
enumer: ited this morning. 

The Cramman. Thank you, Mr. Hallbeck, legislative representa- 
tive, National Association of Post Office Clerks. Mr. Hallbeck is 
recognized and we are glad to have your statement. 


STATEMENT OF E. C. HALLBECK, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POST OFFICE CLERKS, WASHING- 
TON, D. C. 


Mr. Hatieeck. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a pleasure to ap- 
peal before this committee on a question which we believe is of tre- 
mendous importance, not only tothe emplovees, but to the Federal Gov- 
ernment as well. For purposes of identification, Mr. Chairman, my 
name is E. C. Hallbeck, and I am the legislative representative of the 
National Federation of Post Office Clerks with offices at 711 14th 


Street NW., Washington, D. C. The organization I represent has 
more than 106,000 members with branches or locals in approximately 
10,000 first-, second-, and third-class offices. 


We believe that the enactment of section 401 of the Independent 
Offices Appropriation Act for 19538, Public Law 455 of the 82d Con- 
gress, was a mist ake. While we recognize that this section was in 
effect a limitation on the appropriation, we also believe that it was 
new legisl ation that might more properly have been considered by a 
legislative committee, more particularly the Committee on Post Office 
and ( ‘ivil Service. 

During the course of debate on the independent offices appropriation 
bill, Congressman Thomas told the House that— 


Up to January 1 of this year, if an employee had $500, $600, $700, or $1,000 or 
$2,000 worth of annual leave coming to him, he can get the cash for it. That 
is after January 1 Chen beyond that he can accumulate that year’s leave and 
use it and if he does not use it. he cannot be paid for it Is there anything 


wrong in that? That is exactly the same practice as industry has 
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As members of this committee well know, there was something very 
seriously wrong with that statement since only by separation from 
the service may an employee be paid in cash for accumulated and un- 
used leave. It will be seen then that the entire action was predicated 
on a misunderstanding of then existing law. 

We realize that there have been abuses of the right to accumulate 
annual leave. This committee only recently reported a bill, H. R. 
1654, which will, in our opinion, correct those abuses. As Chairman 
Rees so well stated during the debate on the independent offices appro- 
priation bill, section 401 was “leveled at a group of people who are in 
the lower brackets and who do not abuse the feature we discussed here 
with respect to annual leave.” 

The right to accumulate leave is not altogether a one-sided propo- 
sition. It has its value to the employee and to the Government as 
well. In the field postal service, for example, leave is pretty generally 
spread out through the entire year excepting only the month of De- 
cember when leave is granted only for emergency purposes in most 
instances. Right at the present time, due to the necessity for granting 
leave earned during the calendar year 1952, prior to June 30, post- 
masters have in many cities been forced to deny any leave other than 
that which will be lost if it remains unused prior to July 1. 

All this does is to postpone the inevitable since obviously all em- 
ployees may not be granted all of the annual leave earned during 
the current calendar year between July 1 and December 31 if the 
Post Office Department is to continue to function. This condition 
results solely from the so-called Thomas amendment which takes 
away not only from the employee but from the Government that de- 
gree of flexibility which is so highly desirable when dealing with 
situations of this kind. 

In the case of many of the employees in lower salary brackets who 
work in Washington but are residents of other States, the ability to 
accumulate leave from one year to another represents the difference 
between their being able to go home on their vacations and having 
to spend those vacations in Washington. These people simply do not 
have the money that permits them to use airplanes and streamlined 
trains and other speedy means of travel, but are forced to rely upon 
buses and other transportation which are much slower, as well as 
cheaper. Very often an employee who earns only 13 days of annual 
leave would be compelled to spend 6 or more days in travel by bus 
going to and from his home and, as a result, the time that he could 
spend at home is so short as to make the trip not worth the trouble. 

Insofar as cost is concerned, I think it is an absolute fallacy to sug- 
gest that any real saving can result from the Thomas rider. Whether 
an employee uses the leave and gets paid while using it, or fails to 
use it and gets paid the amount he would have received had he used it, 
the cost must inevitably be the same. 

In most instances the only Government employees, aside from those 
who are in the so-called upper brackets, who have ever been able to 
accumulate any annual leave are those who for patriotic reasons were 
requested, or in some cases required, to forego taking leave during the 
emergency period covering the war years. The average employee is 
required to punch a time clock and to otherwise account for his time 
on the payroll and is charged with annual leave each time he is tardy 
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or attends a funeral and things of that sort. He has little opportunity 
to accumulate annual leave for emergency purposes or as a cushion 
against unemployment. 

Right there. Mr. Chairman, I would like to digress for just a 
moment. In the hearings last week something was said about ac- 
cumulating leave. I believe there was an inference that the accumula- 
tion was more or less volunt: ary on the part of ‘the employees, that they 
desired it. I had a case in the State of Ohio not so very long ago 
where out of 5 clerks in the office, the clerk with the lowest amount 
of accumulated annual leave had over 60 days solely because that 
postmaster refused to allow anybody so much as an hour of annual 
leave. It was not the fault of the employees at all. They had no 
choice in the matter. 

I will say this. When I brought that matter to the attention of 
the Department, they did take prompt action, but it was only because 
the matter was brought to the attention of the Department that these 
employees were not forced to lose annual leave. 

The Cuarrman. Do you think the postmasters generally take that 
position ¢ 

Mr. Hariseck. Thank goodness, no, that is not generally true of 
postmasters. But it is true in some cases. I am positive that case 
in Ohio was not an isolated instance. I know from experience that 
similar things have happened in other offices. 

The CuarrMan. It is a matter of administration. 

Mr. Hauieeck. Definitely, sir. That postmaster did not want any- 
body to have annual] leave, and he was not going to let them have it. 
And being in the key spot, he could make his wishes law, and he did 
to the best of his ability. 

We believe the restrictions which are carried in the annual and 
sick leave law, that limit the accumulation of annual leave to a period 
of 60 days, are adequate to protect against any excessive accumula- 
tions. W e believe, therefore, that the so-called Thomas rider, section 
401 of the Independent Offices Appropriation Act should be repealed 
and that either the bill H. R. 1043 by Congressman Lesinski, H. R. 
2545 by Congressman Wilson of California, or section 2 of H. R. 4028 

H. R. 4506 by Congressman Broyhill of Virginia should be en- 
acted. 

I want to call the attention of the committee to one more feature 
of the leave question which I believe is extremely worthy of considera- 
tion which is covered by a bill introduced by Congressman Withrow, 
H. R. 2345. This bill restores to substitute postal employees the same 
method of crediting annual leave that was in force prior to the en- 
actment of Public Law 233 of the 82nd Congress. The present system 
provides annual and sick leave on the basis of a payroll period and 
many substitute employees who perform service in excess of the nor- 
mal hours of a regular employee actually receive less leave due to the 
variation of hours worked in different pay periods. Under present 
regulations, any hours worked in excess of 87 hours and 40 minutes 
in a given pay period may not be credited for leave purposes. Nor 
may such excess hours be carried over to the following pay period. 
Consequently, an employee who worked 175 hours in 1 pay period and 
performed no service whatever in the following per iod would re- 
ceive a leave credit for that month based on only a half-month’s serv- 
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ice. We believe this condition should be corrected and hope that the 
committee will give earnest consideration to the bill H. R. 2345. 

That concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. I am happy to have 
had the opportunity of being here and will of course be glad to an- 
swer any questions. 

The Cuatrrman. As I understand your statement, you believe that 
whatever leave is granted under the law should be taken as vacation, 
or whatever term you want to call it, in other words, getting away 
from the employee’s work and not accumulated for the purpose of 
accumulating money 4 

Mr. Hauxeeck. I think that is fairly accurate. I believe the pro- 
visions of Public Law 233 to permit an accumulation up to 60 days 
are adequate to protect against excessive accumulations. 

The CHarrman. Would it not be well to remind you, Mr. Hallbeck, 
that the Annual and Sick Leave Act of 1951 for the first time gave 
as much leave to postal employees as to Federal employees / 

Mr. Hauzeecs. I admit that. I will say that that action was long 
overdue when it took place. 

The CHarrman. I thought I should make that clear on the record. 

Mr. Hatiseck. I know what you mean. 

The CuarrMan. Are there any questions on the left? 

Mr. Bouron. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the same question 
of Mr. Hallbeck that I asked of Mr. Doherty. 

If an employee was required to take his leave within an 18-month 
period or else have a statement from his superior as to the fact that he 
was not permitted to take it, which would permit the employee then 
to carry it over, do you think that would effect a solution of the prob 
lem that you mentioned of the postmasters who would not permit their 
employees to take leave ? 

Mr. Hauueseck. It would solve that problem. There is one other 
point, and it is particularly true of the employees that earn 13 days 
of annual leave in a year. Many times under the old regulations 
when employees had 15 days of leave, they would forego taking leave 
during 1 year with the written permission of the postmaster, in order 
that they could put the two periods together and take a worthwhile 
vacation the second year. 

The amendment you suggest would not permit that. I think that 
is desirable. It is not only true of those with 1° days, it might easily 
be true of those with 20 days. For example, if a fellow wanted to 
take a trip out to the State of Washington driving by car, he could 
make it in 20 days, but he would not do much sightseeing after he 
got there. If he put two 20-day periods together, he could take a 
real vacation, and see some of the wonders of America, and I think 
they ought to have that right. 

Mr. Bouron. For the record, I would like to make it clear that I 
am not necesarily arguing for the 18-month period. 

Mr. Hauieeck. I know what you have in mind. 

Mr. Bouron. I am trying to find out what provisions will work 
whic h will make it possible to have an employee take his leave within 

1 limited period so that vacation times are taken for the efficiency 
of the service. 

Mr. Hatuieeck. I thoroughly agree with that, but in a practical 
sense the use of vacations is a matter of administration. It is the 
duty of the administrator, whether that administrator is the post- 
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master or somebody else. it does not matter. He is the one that is 
actually in control of leave. Of course, we all recognize that the 
purpose of leave being recreation and rest, it should not be entirely 
an arbitrary matter. The postmaster in Maine should not arbitrar ily 
schedule all employees for vacation in December and January when 
they probably would be jincunel in and the only thing they could do 
is stay there. 

The CHarrmMan. Any other questions ¢ 

Mr. Cote. Would not extending the date from June 30 to December 
31 of the following year make possible that which you suggested ¢ 

Mr. Hatiseck. It would be a further improvement. | 

Mr. Corr. Do you not think the accumulation of a 2-year vacation 
period is sufficient ? 

Mr. Hauipeck. I think it might be sufficient under all normal cir- 
cumstances, but bear in mind, Mr. Cole, that there are a lot of times 
when the agency simply cannot grant leave because of a workload. 

Mr. Coir. I know. I have in mind the provisions suggested by Mr. 
Bolton. But coupled with that provision, an extension to December 31 
of the following year, do you not think that would be satisfactory to 
your organization ¢ 

Mr. Hatieeck. That would be a further improvement. Yet you 
are attempting to so finely regulate an administrative agency by legis- 
lation that you are bound to take away some flexibility. 

Mr. Corx. I think what we are trying to do is to take away the 
causes that have heretofore been practiced. 

Mr. Hattpeck. Amen. I think we are all in agreement with that, 
Sil 

The Cuarrman. Any questions on my right? 

If not, thank you, Mr. Hallbeck. 

Mr. Hatieeck. Thank you, Mr. Rees. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. George D. Riley, member, national legislative 
committee, American Federation of Labor. Do you have a prepared 
statement ¢ 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE D. RILEY, MEMBER, NATIONAL LEGISLA- 
TIVE COMMITTEE, AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR 


Mr. Rirey. I have no prepared statement. I did not want to direct 
my remarks to any bill on the table, but express the hope that any bill 
which is reported would bear some characteristics along the following 
lines: 

One, that provision be made for a repeal of the now infamous Thomas 
rider; that there be provision for accrual of leave not less than 60 days, 
at Jeast until such time as we can have legislation to provide for unem- 
ployment benefits or severance benefits. 

I hope that the committee does not go as low as 30 days or even 26 
days, as I read in the paper there is some indictation it might. If it 
does, I am afraid that will be giving us back at least the spirit of the 
Thomas amendment, and we will not be getting anywhere if we do that. 

I think there also should be some provision to provide assurance that 
the employee may during a reasonable time during the year have his 
leave. Idonot think that will disturb the responsibility of the agency, 
which it now possesses, of regulating leave at times convenient to the 
Government. I think it is necessary to keep the human machine in 
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well and good condition and working order, and I think the intent of 
the Congress in granting leave should be upheld at all times, whether 
it be congressionally or at the administrative side of Government. 

I think that covers pretty well the few remarks I had in my mind, 
Mr. Chairman, unless there are questions. 

The Cuairman. Of course, you understand there might be com- 
promises that have to be made with respect to any legis lation that 
might be before this committee / 

Mr. Ritey. I am quite aware of that. 

The Crairman. Are there any questions on the left? 

Mr. Gross. What do you mean by 60-day accrual? You mean 60 
calendar days or 60 days based upon a 5- day week ? 

Mr. Ritey. Sixty days of leave credit. 

Mr. Gross. Ba ised upon a 5-day week. 

Mr. Ritry. Whatever you are using now as the yardstick. If you 
are entitled to 26 days, you may accumulate twice that muc th, plus ‘the 
difference between that and 60 d: ays. 

Mr. Gross. That is about 5 weeks. 

Mr. Ritry. Approximately; yes. 

‘The CHarrmMan. Are there any questions on the left ? 

If not, on the right? If not, thank you, Mr. Riley. 

Mr. Ritey. Thank you, sir. 

The Cyaan. Now, Mr. Jesse V. Horton, legislative represent- 
ative, National Association of Postal Supervisors. We will be glad 
to hear from you, Mr. Horton. 


STATEMENT OF JESSE V. HORTON, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POSTAL SUPERVISORS, WASHING- 
TON, D. C. 


Mr. Horron. My statement will be brief. I appreciate the oppor- 
tunity of appearing before you. 

The Cuairman. We are glad to hear you. 

Mr. Horron. My name, as has been stated, is Jesse V. Horton, legis- 
lative representative of the National Association of Postal Super- 
visors. 

The Annual and Sick Leave Act of 1951, contained in title II of 
Public Law 233, 82d Congress, effective January 6, 1952, placed all 
civil-service employees, including the postal field service, under a 
uniform leave system which was approved by the House and Senate 
Post Office and Civil Service Committees after extended hearings 
and long consideration. This act provided that annual leave not used 
in any year would accumulate for use in succeeding years, with a 
maximum of 60 days accumulation. 

A few months later, in the next session of Congress, the Thomas 
amendment to the 1953 Inde pe ndent Offices Appropriation Act (sec. 
401) became law on July 5, 1952, requiring all annual leave earned 
during any calendar year must be used by June 30 of the following 
year. Thus by rider on an appropriation bill, the cumulative provi- 
sion of the law enacted only 8 months earlier was nullified, with no 
opportunity for this committee, which has jurisdiction over civil- 
service matters, to consider the proposal. 

We believe that the restrictions in the Thomas amendment are un 
reasonably harsh and unjust, causil ig many employees to forfeit 
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earned leave because service conditions prevent them from using all 
of it within the time limitation, and the scheduling of too many em- 
ployees on leave at the same time would only increase replacement 
expense. QOur national convention at Pittsburgh last fall discussed 
this situation at length and adopted a resolution urging repeal of the 
‘Thomas amendment. 

There are pending in this committee three bills which would accom- 
plish this most — le purpose, H. R. 1048, by Mr. Lesinski, of 
Michigan; H. R. 4506, by Mr. Broyhill; and H, R. 2343, by Mr. Wilson 
of Califormia. W e urge your favorable consideration of the princi- 
ple of these bills. 

That concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrman. Thank you, Mr. Horton. 

Are there any questions on either side? 

If not, again, thank you, sir. 

Mr. Horton. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrmMan. We will call Mr. Sam Klein, president of the 
United Association of Post Office Clerks. 

We have heard from one group of post-office clerks, and we have 
another group we will hear now. Do you have a prepared statement ? 


STATEMENT OF SAMUEL E. KLEIN, NATIONAL PRESIDENT, UNITED 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POST OFFICE CLERKS, WASHINGTON, 
D. C. 


Mr. Kierx. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman and members of this distinguished committee, my 
name is Samuel E. Klein. I am national president* and legislative 
representative of the United National Association of Post Office Clerks. 
[ am accompanied here this morning by our national secretary, Mr. 
Joseph F. Thomas. 

I would like to commend the distinguished chairman of the com- 
mittee for scheduling hearings on this very important matter. 

The enactment of section 401 of Public Law 455, better known as 
the Thomas leave rider, places a restriction on the accumulation of 
annual leave, beginning January 1, 1952, and provides that any annual 
leave earned by an officer or employee duri ing a calendar year, Janu- 
ary 1 to December 31, and not used prior to July 1 of the succeeding 
calendar year, will be forfeited on that date. 

This ban, which was included in an appropriation bill, has placed 
undue hardship on the vast number of postal and Federal employees. 
The restriction on the accumulation of annual leave adversely affects 
the efficiency and morale of our employees and it operates against the 
best interests of the Federal Government. 

With the enactment of Public Law 233, which contained the pro- 
visions that employees may accumulate up to 60 days annual leave, an 
employee was permitted to withhold for future use annual leave for 
emergency purposes or for extenuating circumstances, such as a death 
in the family, et cetera. Since the Thomas rider was placed on the 
statute books, employees, in many cases, are being required to take 
all annual leave, without consideration being given that an employee 
be permitted to save ‘some annual leave for emerge ney purposes. As 
an example it has been brought to our attention that at some post 
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oflices employees are being required to take all annual leave due 
them for the calendar year 1953 by the month of May—in other 
nstances dian June and July and are not allowed io save several 
days for emergency purposes. In these cases, if a death occurred in 
the employee’s family after he used all his annual leave, the employee 
concerned would not have any annual leave to his credit and his ab- 
sence would necessarily be charged without pay. This, in our opinion, 
s a hardship on the part of the employee and his family and is 
p or imarily caused due to enactment of this rider and the interpretation 
hereof. 

From an administrative viewpoint it is impractical and has caused 
confusion, inasmuch as there is a provision in the rider that adminis- 
trative officers must give the employee an opportunity to take all of 
his earned annual leave by June 30 of the following year, so as not 
to forfeit any leave. This has caused administrative oflicers to sched- 

ile employees on annual leave at times when the services of the em- 
ployee could have been utilized in the office. At the same time the em- 
ployee has been directed to take his annual leave at a time when he 
least desired same and when finances do not always permit him to 
take advantage of a proper vacation. 

Numerous resolutions have been adopted at our State and National 
conventions urging the Congress to repeal this legislation, in view 
of the injustice it has caused. To correct this inequity it is recom- 
mended that section 401 of Public Law 455 be completely repealed. 

The CHatrman. Thank you, Mr. Klein. 

Mr. Kuri. Thank you, Mr. Rees. 

Phe CHarrMaNn. Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Wirnrow. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Klein, I am very much 
in agreement with your statement. How old is your erganization ? 

Mr. Kiern. We are 73 years old. 

Mr. Wrrnrow. How many people belong to your organization ? 

Phe others have stated the number of people in their organizations. 
ave you any idea of how many people belong to your organization? 

Mr. Kirin. Approximately 40,000. 

Mr. Wirnrow. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Broyuiw.. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuairman. Mr. Broyhill. 

Mr. Broymii. Mr. Klein, there has been some talk here of a pos- 

sible compromise if we are not able to get an outright repeal of the 
Phomas rider, which I hope we will be abletodo. Inthe event we have 
to make a compromise I wonder which type of compromise would be 
most desirable to your organization? We mentioned the possibility 
of extending the time that the employee may use the leave. I think 
Chairman Young of the Civil Service Commission has suggested they 
be permitted to accumulate up to 26 days. There have been other 
suggestions of accumulating only half of the leave. In the event a 
compromise is necessary, Which type of compromise would your organ- 
zation consider to be most desirable ? 

Mr. Kirry. Our organization would like to see the Thomas rider 
om] letely repealed, 

Mr. Broyniti. We agree on that. 

Mr. Kirin. If a compromise would be necessary, I think we would 
iccepl extending it to December 31. 

Mr. Brorvuity. And accumulating half the leave ? 
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Mr. Kier. For the entire 2-year period. 

Mr. Cote. With Mr. Bolton’s suggestion / 

Mr. Kier. That is right. 

Mr. Cotz. That was a very good suggestion Mr. Bolton made, in 
ni Opinion. 

The CuarrMan., I believe you represent the group that was formerly 
represented by Mr. Armbruster. 

Mr. Kier. That is right. 

The Cuamman. Any other questions?’ Mr. Rhodes. 

Mr. Ruopes. Does your organization have all employees in the office ¢ 
Are they all eligible or just part? Do you take in letter carriers ? 

Mr. Kier. It was clerks until our last election, at which time a 
resolution was adopted to accept all employees into our association. 

Mr. Ruoprs. And you take in supervisory employees, too / 

Mr. Kuen. Below the orade of postmaster. 

Mr. Ruopes. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. If there are no other questions, we thank you, Mr. 
Klein. 

Mr. Kier. Thank you, sir. 

The CHamman. The next witness is Mr. C. B. Gravitt, Jr., assistant 
legislative representative, National League of District Postmasters. 


STATEMENT OF C. B. GRAVITT, JR., ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE REP- 
RESENTATIVE, NATIONAL LEAGUE OF DISTRICT POSTMASTERS 


Mr. Gravirr. Thank you, sir. 

Phe CHarrMan. Do you have a prepared statement / 

Mr. Gravirr. Yes. 

The CHairman. You may proceed, then. 

Mr. Gravirr. I will be very brief, Mr. Chairman. I would like to 
thank you and members of the committee for the priv ilege of a hear 
ing here in behalf of our organization. I would like to have permis- 
sion to have my statement incorporated into the record at this time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Your statement will be incorporated into the record 
without objection. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF C, B. Gravirt, Jr., ATTORNEY AND ASSISTANT REPRESENTATIVE OF 
rHE NATIONAL LEAGUE OF DisTRICT POSTMASTERS OF THE UNITED STATES 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the National League of District 
Postmasters is an organization representing district postmasters (second, third, 
and fourth classes). Approximately 93 percent of all postmasters are classified 
as district postmasters. 

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before the committee to recommend 
repeal of the Thomas leave rider as provided by H. R. 1043, H. R. 2343, and 
H. R. 4506. Our organization is strongly opposed to the Thomas leave rider and 
urgently request this committee to take such steps as necessary to repeal section 
101 of Public Law 455 of the 82d Congress 
rhe present rider compels employees to use all annual leave earned during 


ul alendar year before June 30 of the succeeding calendar year, or forfeit 
s amounts not used by that date The leave-accumulation ban is most 

tionable to postmasters and postal employees who faithfully trust the wise 
judgment of this committee to protect their leave benefits. 

Extensive hearings were held in the 82d Congress on the subject of annual 
eny ul he Congress enacted a satisfactory uniform leave act. Section 203, 
P I 33, S2d Congress, provided that annual leave not used by any officer 

should accumulate for use in succeeding years until it totals not to 


ANNUAL LEAVI 45 


exceed 60 days The National League of District Postmasters recommends that 
postmmasters and other Federal employees be permitted to accumulate a fair and 
ble amount of annual leave 


easoha 

Federal and postal workers do not have unemployment compensation benefits, 
therefore, they should be allowed to accumulate annual leave as protection in the 
way of cash payment when separated from the service 


In many of the fourth class post offices, it is most difficult for postmasters 





re adequate clerical replacement due to salary and responsibility of the 


office In third class offices where a clerk is available for only a few hours daily, 
there is a lack of necessary clerical experience needed to adequately operate the 
post office while the postmaster is on annual leave Therefore, to take away 


annual leave earned by hard-working Government employees is most unfair, and 


to repeal the Thomas leave rider would avoid such harsh treatment 





We again recommend that legislation on the Thomas rider or current leave 
shall in no way change the law relating to annual leave accumulated prior to 
fanuary 1, 1952 We feel officers and employees have a vested right to annua 
eave accrued prior to the previously mentioned date, and that such should not 
be disturbed or changed 

Since legislative machinery t times moves very slowly and recognizing the 
forfeiture date of June 30 being close at hand, we feel in a:l fairness to the em 
piovees that imi ediate ly, tiie Jute 300 deadlir be chang d Le ember Sis so) 

to extend the opportunity to use 1952 | e for 6 additional months. This 
recommendation j mninde to ive relief until the Thon s ride cun b repealed 
completely 


We feel that changes in legislation should not be made as part of an appro 


priation bill as was done in the case of the Thomas ri r, but should be handled 
by the committee that normally would consider such legislation Legislation 
by riders on appropriation bills is not a sound practice based upon adequate con 


sideration for all concerned 

L appreciate the opportunity of appearing before the committee on this im 
portant subject and request that you act immediately to repeal the unnecessary 
forfeiture rider 
r. Gravirr. TL would hike to point out that the National League of 


District Postmasters recommends the outright repeal of the Thom 


leave rider, and at the same time we suggest, and hope that emplove 


il be allowed to accumulate a fair and reasonable amount of annual 


‘ ‘ 
Phat ill IT have to say xcept that J lb rlad to ; 
westiiol 
The Crarmman. There was some criticism a moment ago by o 

i the withesse Vi th respry fo thre ection of erta post last 
{ thre estion OT 2 ting | \ | Wo der what vour ol WIZznAtlo 

\ ( that sort of thing. 

Vii RAVIT I Mir. ( } pmiwan | im 2 ul vo hntio a hat point 

| ime There are two organ zations of postmasters. 


Phe Cramman. But they are all postmaster 
fr. Gravrrr. One organization is not here this morning and I 
t | at that criticism Was directed at a membe r of then OrganiZatio} 
Of course, they are bi SV claiming eredit for what goes on, an 
feel we are actu lly doing the work. 

The Cuarnman. In other words, any postmaster that would do 
that sort of thing would not belong to your crowd 4 

Mr. Gravitr. That would be my interpretation: ves, sir. 

The Cratrman. Thank you, Mr. Gravitt. 

Mr. Gravirr. Thank you, sir. 

The Cuamman. Now we will hear from Mr. William M. Thoma 
president of the National Postal Transport Association. We are 
glad to hear from you. 
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM M. THOMAS, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
POSTAL TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Tuomas. Thank you. 

The Cuairman. Do you have a ete tee statement / 

Mr. Tuomas. Ido not. I will speak briefly. k apeverane Sat Ue): 
lege of appearing here and stating the views of the National Postal 


Vr: insport Association on the Thomas leave rider, and other matters 
relative to leave. 


[It is our hope that the committee may be able to secure outright 
he al of the Thomas leave rider and revert to the provisions of 

ublic — 933. 

As chairman so ably brought out earlier, it was only the enact 


ment of that law that postal workers were granted the same amount 


of leave that was granted to other Government workers, and it was 


deep rly appreci: ated by all members of our organization. The Thomas 
leave rider is resulting in some serious inequities for employees of our 
service. The purpose of annual leave is rest and recreation, and we 


must contend that a man’s family should also be able to receive some 
rest, recreation, and enjoyment out of his leave. So long as there 
is paces tion on the time within which this leave must be granted, it 
is golng to be necessar y that some e mployees be forced to take annual 
leave at times when it is very inconvenient for their families. 

For example, the younge rmen in the serv ice with lack of seniority 
ire going to be required to take annual leave during months when 

hools are in session, and they cannot make trips with their families 
vecause of that fact. 

The previous laws which have been similar to this rider have resulted 

the loss of leave by some members of our organization, and we 
‘contend that if the Thomas leave rider continues we will have the same 
result again. 

There are other features about the leave law that we would very 
much like to see corrected, and I want to refer to H. R. 2345 by Con- 
goressman Withrow, which is with regard to the privilege of earning 
leave by substitute employees. It is aninonaneie in our service that 

ubstitutes average as much as 60 hours a week for the entire year, yet 
they 4 ‘annot possibly earn leave credits for the reason it is granted 
on a yarns basis. If during any one of the 24 pay periods within 
a year a substitute works less than 86 hours, he cannot be granted 
full saan credits, in spite of the fact that perhaps during every other 
pay period of the year he will work far in excess of 86 hours. 

We would like very much to see this committee give serious con- 
sideration to Mr. Withrow’s bill with the view of enacting it. Jt 1s 
our contention that the substitute employee can do no more than to 
hold himself available for duty, and prior to the enactment of Public 
Law 233, all substitutes who held themselves available for duty were 
eranted full leave credits. ‘ 

We contend that that situation should be returned at this time. 

Mr, Chairman, that concludes my statement, and I appreciate very 
much the privilege of expressing the views of my organization. 

T he CHARMAN. With respect to the substitutes, you suggested that 
they should hold themselves available for the service of the Depart- 
ment. Of course, you would not want the record to indicate that 
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that is all they do, just hold themselves available. I mean by that, 
they work at other jobs. 

Mr. Tuomas. For the reason that they cannot secure sufficient work 
in the service, but it is required by the regulations that they be avail- 
able at all times for calls. 

The CuarrMan. We just would not want the record to indicate that 
they did nothing else but wait around until they were called. 

Mr. THomas. The ‘y must be available or their families must be able 
to contact them at all times. 

Mr. Coir. You are referring to the railway mail service only, not 
the rural routes or anything like that. 

Mr. Tiomas. That is true, Congressman. 

Mr. Corr. I always call it the railway mail service. 

Mr. Tromas. It is the Postal Transport Service now. 

Mr. Witrnrow. This availability and the individual who has to 
make himself available can be compared to an extra list on the rail- 
road, for instance ¢ 

Mr. Tuomas. That is correct. 

Mr. Wirnrow. Surely there is not much opportunity for these indi- 
viduals to get other employment outside of the employment they get 
on the mail cars? 

Mr. Tromas. If they have other employment, Congressman, it must 
be odd-hours jobs. Usually our substitutes are for: ced to have their 
wives work to supplement their income because it is simply insufficient. 

Mr. Corr. That is preliminary to their permanent appointment? 
That is, they are actually in the Postal Tr: ansport Service, similar to 
a brakeman or switchman on the railroad. They have been appointed 
and must go on call? 

Mr. Tromas. That is true. 

Mr. Corr. Therefore, any outside employment must be adjusted 
accordingly # ¢ 

Mr. Tuomas. Yes, sit 

fr. Cote. If they are called and they are working on an extra job, 
they must say, “All right, Mr. Boss, I am going on my run.” 

Mr. Tuomas. That is true, Mr. Congressman. He has to be able to 
report es 

The CHairman. With respect to the Thomas rider, do you not think 
perhaps that one of the things that occasioned the Thomas rider is 
because many employees were taking their leave in money in place of 
taking their leave in time? 

Mr. Tuomas. Congressman, that was not true with our group. <A 
survey was made in the Postal Transport Service on June 30, 1950, and 
there was an average of 8 days annual leave per employee carried 
over during that period. We encourage our employees and the mem- 
bers of our organization to take their leave. But we do want them 
to have the privilege of taking it when it will be of advantage to 
them and their families. 

The Cuarrman. I was making the observation that perhaps that 
was the thing that caused the bringing about of the Thomas rider. 

Mr. Tuomas. That was the argument of Mr. Thomas. 

The CHarrMan. Are there any further questions 4 

Mr. Corr. That is largely due to the fact that you want these sub- 
stitutes that you just referred to to get in their time, too. 

Mr. Tuomas. That is true. 
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Mr. Coir. They are working their way up toa regular appointment. 
Mr. Tuomas. That is true, and if they are not granted something 
like full time, they are going to quit us. We certainly have an interest 
1 ke ‘ping the substit ites in the service. 
Mr. Cor 
I do not think that is true of the other branches of the postal service. 
Mr. Tuomas. I cannot s Ly avout post offices. | know we have de 


E. I think that is pecullal to your own branch of the service. 


plorable conditions in post offices, one here in Washington and one in 
New York, where regula ubstitutes with several years of service 
ire not able to earn a full month’s pay. and they are not able to get 
permission to ft ike annual leave to supplement it. though they have 
( eC 

Mr. Botton. Mr. Chan for the record, | would like to say that 

tuation eXists 1n mahy Case on rural route 
Phe Cuaiman. Any other questions 4 





If not, we thank you, Mr. Thor 
Mr. Tuomas. Thank you, Mr. Chairmai 

Phe CHamman. We will now call Mr. Bun Raley, president of the 
Natio Rin Lette Carrel \ssociation. Mr. Raley is recognized. 
il ypreciate your handing 





STATEMENT OF BUN RALEY, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL RURAL 
LETTER CARRIERS ASSOCIATION 
M Ravey. Lhave alrea Vy done that, Mr. Chairman. 
Phe CHAIRMAN. You may proceed. 
M Raney. Mr. ¢ il | members of the committee, my 
I Raley. J] pr lent of the National Rural Letter 


1 
| 
I 


Carriers Association, al dependent organization composed of regu 
porary, ‘ | retired rural lett carriers, We have 
percent membership of 3 81 based on 3 16. the actual number 

of rural route n the United States. The National Rural Letter 
( Cl ; Assoclati s the onl ollie al l ‘prese tutive of the rural 


o if 4 Carrie of the Nation, 1 want to go 


I | bye I l t OT Cire Tho bas rid 7. which 

(70Vve) ent employees from accumulating annual leave. 
\ COM ne extensive irings and permitting Government 
vi ~~ ong enacted Publie Law 
estab hing tone rig ot (rovernni { employees to accumulate 
ve to 60 day In many instances the graduated leave 
r ed the number of davs of annual leave, but Government 


‘ 1) yer accepted the p! ( pre ot this law because it provided for 
e accumulation. In only a few months after the passage of this law, 
1+] 


the same Congres approved the Thomas leave rider and thus deprived 
ent en iovees of t | ( IWC) ! lation privilege, We believe 


tha e Congress, in the reversal of its previous action in passing 
Public Law 2383, brok« moral obligation of the Government to its 


This association is heartily in accord with the policy of using annual 
leave on a current basis for the purposes of rest, relaxation, and 
recreational purposes. We subscribe to the fact that the heads of the 

arious Government bureaus can successfully control the use of annual 
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leave on a current basis, and do their best in keeping with both the 
pel sonnel management and service interests of the ( rovernment agency 


concerned. We cannot, however. subseribe fo a law which forces 
forfeiture of leave earned by emplovees « ne to Co | tions over which 
he has no control, The Thomas leave rider cloes force forfe iture of 


leave In many cases, and is an unhealthy regulatory measure which 
infavorably iffects personnel] morale, 


\ striking ‘xample of this injust ee 1 fon «| Wn the bi ie h of 
service we represent, the rural delivery service of the Post Office 
Department. 

The hst tutes of rural carriers | employees who earrv the 
mail in the absence of the reoulal carrie) ire not in the classified 
service. They only work when the reguiar carrier 1s off on annual 
or s1¢] leave. In Hiost in fances th n { in oO « VS work 
per vear for the substitute rural carrier. 

You can readily appreciate the fact t] at th 5. nly the fact that a 
substitute rural carrier has to learn the route without pay, creates 
little incentive for anyone to serve as a substitute rural carrier. 


These conditions make it impossible for manv rural carriers to obtain 


or keep competent substitutes and, therefore, there are hundreds of 


rural carriers who definitely are not able to take annual leave because 
they have ho one to perform servit in their absence These rural 
carriers will be forced to forfeit the annual leave they rightti lly 
earned during calendar 1952, under the prevailing pron isions of the 
Thomas rider. The repeal of this rider would permit these employees 


to accumulate this earned but unused annual leave, subject to reason 
able limitations, until such time as they are able to obtain a substi- 
tute in order that they may use annual leave to their credit 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we do not believe 
the Thomas leave rider is in the public interest, and it 1 quite evident 
that this rider has only caused great confusion and concern among 
officials and employees alike. The National Rural Letter Carriers’ 
Association strongly urges this committee to support outright repeal 
of this leave rider and restore the privilege of leave accumulation 
to Government employees according to the provisions of Public Law 
aon 
ated. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, for 
the opportunity ot appearing before you in the interest of this 
legislation. 

The Cuairnman. We thank you, Mr. Raley, for your statement. 

Are there any questions on either side / 

If not, we thank you, Mr. Raley. 

Mr. Ratey. Thank you, sir. 

The Cratmuan. We will call Mr. Ross Messer, legislative repre 
sentative, National Association of Post Office and General Services 
Administration Maintenance Employees. Do you have a prepared 
statement ? 


STATEMENT OF ROSS A. MESSER, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POST OFFICE AND GENERAL SERV- 
ICES MAINTENANCE EMPLOYEES, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Messer. I have a short statement which I would like to have 
inserted in the record. 
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The Cuairman. Very well. The statement will appear in the 
record, and you may proceed 
The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Ross A. MESSER, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, NATIONAL ASSO- 
CIATION OF Post OFFICE ANp G ERAL SERVICES MAINTENANCE EMPLOYEES 


Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the comittee. for this opportunity 
to appear before you today. My name is Ross A. Messer, legislative repre- 
sentative, National Association of Post Office and General Services Maintenance 
Employees, representing the custodial employees of the postal service and Gen- 
eral Service Administration with members in the 48 States, Alaska, Hawaii, 

ierto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and the District of Columbia. 

I wish to take this opportunity to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for scheduling 
hearings on the repeal of the Thomas leave rider, section 401 of the Independent 
UO ¢ Appropriation Act of 1953 This is a subject that is Close to the heart 
of every Government employee 





Our association wholeheartedly endorses the repeal of the Thomas leave rider 
forth in H. R. 1043, H. R. 2245 and H. R. 4506 In our opinion the leave 

rider is discriminatory unjust to Government employees 
At the time of the hearings by the Senate Post Office and Civil Service Com- 
mittee on the graduated leave bill t was pointed out that leave should be 


allowed to accumulate for the protection of the employees until such time as 
lation was enacted. 





some ype of severance pay or uhemployment insurance legis 
‘The graduated leave law was enacted as title II of Public Law 233 on October 
0, 1951 At the time of the enactment of the graduated leave law many em- 
ovees had their annual leave reduced from 15 to 13 days or from 26 to 13 or 
20 days Not only did these employees have their leave decreased, but shortly 
thereafter they were faced with the “use it or lose it” Thomas leave rider which 
enacted on July 5, 1952, only 8 short months after enactment of the grad 
ated leave law 
When we speak of annual leave many are of the opinion that it is strictly for 
vacation purposes, however, th not the case If an employe is off duty to 
d to personal business, fai ckness, death in the fa or the death of a 
nd, it is charged to annu: ve If the employee has no leave to his credit 
harged to leave without | \ll annual-leave time definitely is not spent 
vacation purposes 
Government employees today do not have any type of severance pay or un 
employment insurance, therefore, it seems only logical that they should be 
ed to accu ate a reasonable amount of annual leave to tide them over 
e of separation It is our belief that an accumulation of 60 days is a 
reasonable ; unt and wouk ( rreeable t pill emp ees It is ot our 


elief that employees should be allowed to accumulate any sizable amount dur 


one year, however, it is impossible sometimes for employees to be allowed 

their leave, through no fault of their own. This works a hard 

hip on the conscientious emp ees who will not demand their leave when ad 
vised by their supervisors that they cannot be spared, while the employees who 
n onscientious do not mind taking all of their leave and letting essen- 
ork wait until their return Under the leave rider the hardworking, 
entious employees are often penalized by losing their leave instead of 

I our belief that Congress broke faith with Government employees by 
enacting the Thomas leave rider in 1952. It is hoped that Congress will restore 


the faith of the employees by repeal of the rider at the earliest possible date. 

1 wish to again thank you for this opportunity to appear before you today. 

Mr. Messer. We wholeheartedly endorse the repeal of the Thomas 
rider. It has been very restrictive on our group of employees. The 
custodial service has no substitutes. When the employees take leave, 
it is necessary for the other emplovees to cover their work, which is 
not the case in most instances. So, therefore, many of our employees 
have lost annual leave. 

If the rider is not repealed this year, they still stand an opportunity 
to lose leave this year. That is the postal employees. 


ee 
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Our group of employees who were transferred to General Services 
(Administration in 1950 by Reorganization Plan 18 were told at that 
time that the promotional opportunities they were losing would be 
offset by the 26 days annual leave they were getting, and the fact 
that they would be allowed to accumulate annual leave, which was not 
allowed in the postal service. In 1951, the graduated leave act 
knocked many of these employees from the 26 days which they had just 
begun to get, placed them on 13 and 20 days, and then in the next year 
the Thomas leave rider was enacted and further curtailed the things 
that they had been promised. So to us it does look as if Congress 
broke faith with these employees at that time. 

We hope that the committee will see fit to report out the repeal of 
the leave rider and een on faith. 

Tl _ you very much, s 

The CHairman. Are ie ‘re any questions of Mr. Messer / 

if — we thane you, Mr. es for your statement. 

ma Messer. Thank you, si 

The CHatrmMan. Mr. Theme as G. Walters, oper: ations director, Gov- 
ernment Employees C ouncil of the American Federation of Labor, will 
be the next witness. Weare glad to hear from you, Mr. Walters. 

Mr. Waurers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. With your permission, 
Mr. Weathersby is here representing local 44 of the machinists, and 
would like to say a short word. 

The CHatrMan. Would you like him to appear before you! 

Mr. Waurers. All right, sir. 

The CHairman. Mr. Weathersby is described as president of Lodge 
No. 44 of the International Association of Machinists. You may 
proceed, Mr. Weathersby. 


STATEMENT OF N. P. WEATHERSBY, PRESIDENT, DISTRICT LODGE 
NO. 44, INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MACHINISTS, WASH- 
INGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is N, P. 
Weathersby, president of district No. 44 of the International Associ- 
ation of Machinists. District No. 44 membership is comprised prin- 
cipally of Federal employees of the machinists trade who work for 
the United States Government in the various naval shipyards, ord- 
nance stations, airfields, Army arsenals, and Air Force fields through- 
out the United States, Alaska, Hawaiian Islands, and the Panama 
Canal Zone. 

District No. 44 is a member of the Government Employees Council 
of the American Federation of Labor, and in the interest of brevity, 
I wish to state that our organization wholeheartedly supports the posi- 
tion of the Government Employees Council on annual leave as pre- 
sented to the committee by the opertions director, Mr. Thomas G. 
Walters. 

I would like, however, for the benefit of the new members of the 
committee to elaborate further on a condition which has prevailed in 
recent years which has brought about the disturbing turnover of 
Federal employment along with the resulting additional operating 
costs which was so ably set forth in the Government Employees 
Council’s testimony be fore the committee. 
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Over an many years of legislating laws governing the employ- 


inent * Federal eiployees, the Post Office and Civil Service Com 
nittee, along@ with the assista e of organized labor, agency heads 
other interested parties had build up conditions of Federal em 


. ‘h resulted in providing the inducement to highly qual 
d cand dates to seek a caree} hi the Federal service. Dis turbing 
ernational conditions, See with domestic demands for "hich 
Kederal services, brought abc an increased Federal payroll whiel 
uturally resulted in higher Fede ral expenditures. When these ex 
penditures caused alarm to certain segments of the legislative branch, 


ey proces led to atte mpt to ec nomize I) proposing legislation via 
ders to stem the tide of expenditures. These riders (Thomas, Whit 
ind Jensen) have the efl t o1 making Federal employment less 
utract ve to p rsue a i ¢ reel 

| t| eC Defer se Department md bu up a suihcrent mi ‘eus of 

( ent and loyal employees who were interested in their work 

ad every nte. fio of maki Ya career out of Federal employ 

[ Poday these people ar’ eeking employment elsewhere be 


e working conditions of Federal employees are not making paral 
rogress \ ith private industi es’ working conditions. We had 
he defen e agencies 1 oT }) ¢ 1 Ie ie rial emplovees who could 


armament, and mu 


relied upon under any conditions to keep the 
tions flow ng from our Government plants without any interrup 
on, with efficiency, and a very minimum danger of sabotage. 
wlay, we still have loyal workers in these p ants, but the efficiency 
ie plants has deteriorated to 2 degree because the present outlook 
for a Federal career poses an undesirable condition in respect. to se- 
ir ty and comparable waves fo} like services rendered in private 
industry. 
Our organization believes that had the provisions of these riders 
thoroughly explored by this committee, that such a condition as 





( 
| 
t 


ontronts us today would never have come about. 

We submit for your earnest consideration that the major problem 
confronting this committee is to reestablish in the American citizen 
the faith and confidence that as a public servant he or she can expect 
this committee to “ve ly support and urge the adoption of legisla 

on which would again build up conditions of Federal employment 
to the point that saat attract the most qualified individuals to seek 
. Federal career and place the Federal Government in a fair com- 
petitive position with private industry for the selection and retention 
of the most eligible employees. 

I wish to express appreciation in behalf of our membership for 
the opportunity to set forth our vie jewpoints to this committee, and 
we trust and hope that this committee will actively support our 
position. 

The CHatrMan. We appreciate vour statement. 

Now, Mr. Walters, you may proceed. 
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STATEMENT OF THOMAS G. WALTERS, OPERATIONS DIRECTOR, 
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES COUNCIL, AMERICAN FEDERATION 
OF LABOR, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Waurers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have furnished the 
reporter with a short statement, and I would like to use a couple of 
minutes to make some oral observations. 

The Cuarrman. Your statement will be made a part of the record. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


POSITION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES’ COUNCIL ON ANNUAL LEAVE 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, by way of introduction my name 
is Thomas G. Walters, operations director of the Government Employees’ Council 
of the American Federation of Labor, 100 Indiana Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 

The Government Employees’ Council, A. F. of L., is made up of 24 national 
and international unions whose membership in whole or in part are civil-service 
employees. The total Federal employee membership of the Government Em- 
ployees’ Council is more than one-half million. 

We desire to congratulate the chairman and members of this committee for 
scheduling and holding hearings on the annual leave question as well as the 
so-called Thomas leave rider. 

In the calendar year of 1951 almost one-half million employees voluntarily 
left the Government service. People do not ordinarily voluntarily leave Govern- 
ment jobs unless they are dissatisfied with pay or working conditions, or there 
is a better job in private industry. 

Labor turnover is one of the costliest items that management in private 
industry as well as in Government has to deal with. This item is so costly that 
private industry has spent millions of dollars in research to reduce such costs. 
It is estimated that the cost of labor turnover in Government amounted to $300 
million in the calendar year 1951. Part of this tremendous expense must be due 
to the fact that the Federal Government now offers little or no inducement 
because of restrictions in many cases to temporary employment, restricted pro- 
motions, lagging pay rates, frequent reduction in force, and limited annual and 
sick leave benefits. 

And with further restrictions on annual leave, we have the so-called Thomas 
leave rider which makes it mandatory for employees to take their annual leave 
within a specified time limit after it is earned. Under the Thomas amendment 
all employees are required to use their annual leave not later than June 30 of 
the succeeding calendar year. If employees are required to use their leave in this 
fashion, additional employees will have to be hired to keep the work current. 
The only other alternative is more overtime which will add to the cost of opera- 
tion. Thus it can be seen that on this ground alone the Thomas leave rider will 
actually increase the cost of the Government rather than reduce as was the claim 
offered by the sponsor of this legislation. The proponents of the Thomas leave 
rider have, in the past, made wild claims that this amendment would result in a 
saving of more than $100 million. 

During the second session of the 82d Congress the Senate committee submitted 
a statement which proves conclusively that the Thomas rider will actually cost 
the taxpayers of this country between $75 million and $200 million per annum. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the Government Employees’ 
Council, A. F. of L., strongly favors the complete elimination of the Thomas rider 
and also the Whitten rider and the Jensen rider; and would strongly recommend 
that the annual and sick leave law be amended to provide for 25 days annual 
leave for all Federal and postal employees (with a maximum accumulation not to 
exceed 60 days), and 15 days sick leave for all employees, Federal and postal, 
with no limit on the number of days sick leave that can be accumulated. 

We respectfully urge that a bill along these recommendations be submitted to 
the Congress for their consideration and, we trust, their approval. 

I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before this committee on behalf of 
the Government Employees’ Council of the American Federation of Labor. 
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Mr. Watrers. We want to endorse in principle the statements made 
to this committee by the three members of Congress who have bills 
pending before this committee, and I re fer to Congressmen sroyhill, 
Lesinski, and Wilson. We feel that they have the right approach to 
this subject, but the Government Emp Jloyees Council certainly is not 
of the thinking that accumulation of leave should be tied in with 
severance Pay or unemployment insurance. We think that the pro- 
vision for the accumulation of leave is a two way street. It is perhaps 
just as great an asset to the Federal Government as it is to the em 
ployees. It seems that other people think that. I just noticed 
«litorial that ap peared in the Pune eser ild on May 2, and one or 
two excerpts of this editorial makes much of the fact that this works 
to the advantage of the Federal Government as well as to the em- 
ployees, that is, the rank and file of « mployees, to be privileged with 
a certain amount of accumulation of leave. I would like to just 
read for the record one or two quotes from this editorial. It Says: 


Under the Thomas rider, the employees must use all of their 1952 leave by 
June 30. Also they must use all 1955 leave by June 30, 1954. This works a hard 
ship on the Government employee and also hampers the efficient operation of 
he Government 

Government agencies were very happy to allow the employees to store up their 


eave during the war periods 


We strongly feel that the employees, for the benefit of both the 
employees and the efficient operat lon of the (government, should have 
a leeway of accumulation, not to exceed 60 days. We have never sup- 
ported and | do not suppose we ever would, the long term accumu- 
lation of leave, and we certainly do not want to get the idea that the 

cumulation of leave would take the place of severance pay or unem 
ployment insurance. 

We feel very keenly also that the position that was touched on by 
Mr. Hallbeck, Mr. Doherty, and Mr. Thomas, especi: uly those three, 
ind perhaps others, relative to substitute emp loyees being eranted 
their proper pro rata leave each pay period, regardless of whether 
or not they work a specific number of hours, because it is our con- 
tention that it would reduce the cost of bookkeeping and also make 
it fairer for the employee to receive his annual leave as previously 
operated prior to the enactment of the law that changed that system. 

We strongly recommend the complete repeal of the Thomas rider 
in fact, the Government Employees Council has always taken the 
position in opposition to leave bills that hop on the floor of the House 
or Senate. We believe that each constituted committee should have 
jurisdiction over legislation that comes under their jurisdiction under 
the reorganization plan. We have always opposed the Thomas leave 
rider, and other riders such as the Whitten and Jensen riders and 
others, because we do not think that is a proper way to legislate. 

Mr. Chairman, we would like to strongly recommend the complete 
elimination of the Thomas leave rider, and we also feel that the 
restoration to all Federal and postal employees, in the extension of 
the 26 days’ annual leave and with a limited accumulation of 60 days 
and 15 days sick leave with no limit on accumulation of sick leave— 
because that is set up for sick leave in our opinion should not be used 
under any circumstances unless the employee is sick—is our position. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I believe that is all I had in mind to 
mention to this committee. 
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The Cuairman. As | understand it, you think that this leave should 
be taken as leave and not for pay. 

Mr. Watters. That is right. 

The CuainmMan. And leave away from regular duties. 

Mr. Watters. That is right. 

The CHAIRMAN. And not expect to get money because you do not 
happen to take the leave. 

Mr. Waurers. That is right, but when leave service be paid. 

The CuatrMan. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Gross. Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Gross. 

Mr. Gross. There is a situation such as I dug into that causes me 
concern. They are now liquidating OPS in the State of Iowa, as 
well as nationally. It has already cost $2 million for cash settle 
mehts W it I the employees and S35 million has been earmarked. In the 
State of Lowa, some 70 emplovees in the OPS office are collecting 


$35,000. These people, most of them, were employed after mid-1951, 
and a good many of them in 1952, and yet today they are collecting 
$35,000 In sever: ee 

Mr Wa Th at \ ould not be severance pay as such, would it. 
Mr. ¢ saan’ It is the accumulation of the leave, not neces- 


ly severance pay. 
Mr. Gross. That is What I am trying to get at. In any event, it is 
money out of { he taxpayers —— 


Mr. Watrers. That is true, but it is our position, Congressman 
Gross. thi: with efficient oper: ation of the Government. the : iwency 
heads Should eCHCOUT: age employees to ti ike their leave and should n ake 
provisions for them to take it. But the reason why we feel that there 
should be some accumulation process is to not only heip the employee, 
but. to help the efficient oper: ation of the (,overnment. W e do not par- 
ticularly uphold this large accumulation payment of leave on leaving 
the service. We feel that plea iy the top level ee On eae 
these pe ple to take their lea as it ean be worked out in eood ad- 
nunhistration, a o not to accumulate it for the purpose solely of being 
paid when th: / save Federal employment. 


Mr. Gross. 7 am glad to hear you say that. I wish we had more 
effici ney in Government. 

Mr. Wavrers. That is certainly our position. 

The Cuamman. What groups do you represent here? The title 
is oper: ations di rector, Government En Ip loyees’ Council. 

Mr. Watters. There are 23 organizations, Mr. Rees, whose mem- 
bership in whole or in part are Ir edeve! or postal employees. There 
are seven postal employees such as the National Association of Letter 
Carriers, National Federation of Post Office Clerks and Supervisors 
and the National Postal Transport Association, special-delivery mes- 
senger, and then the AFGE, they have membe ‘rship of Federal Gov- 
ernment and custodial people i in the postal service and General Serv- 
ices. Then we have the electricians that work for the Federal Govern- 
ment only, and the machinists that were referred to a moment ago. 
The other groups make up the total of 23 labor unions all affiliated 
with the American Federation of Labor, and all of their members are 
employed by the Federal or postal service. 
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(Complete list of member unions of the council follows :) 


MEMBER UNIONS OF THE GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES COUNCIL OF THE AMERICAN 
FEDERATION OF LABOR 


American Federation of Government Employees 

American Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees 

American Federation of Teachers 

Metal Trades Council and Central Labor Union of the Panama Canal Zone 

International Association of Bridge, Structural, and Ornamental Iron Workers 

International Association of Fire Fighters 

International Brotherhood of Bookbinders 

International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers 

American Federation of Technical Engineers 

International Photo-Engravers Union of North America 

International Plate Printers, Die Stampers, and Engravers’ Union of North 
America 


International Printing Pressmen and Assistants Union of North America 
International Typographical Union 
International Union of Operating Engineers 


National Association of Letter Carriers 

National Federation of Post Office Clerks 

National Association of Post Office and Railway Mail Handlers, Watchmen, and 
Messengt 

National Association of Postal Supervisors 

National Postal Transport Association 

Office Employees International 1 

The National Association of Special Delivery Messengers 

International Association of Machinists 

United Association of Journeymen and Apprentices of the Plumbing and Pipe 
Fitting Industry 


rs 


The Cruarmman. Your organization, then, includes in a manner a 
number of groups that have testified here today 4 

Mr. Waurers. That is right. Mr. George, who is president of the 
National Federation of Post Office Clerks is chairman of the council. 
Mr. Doherty, who is president of t he Letter Carriers, and Mr. Burrows, 
who is Washington legislative man for the IBEW is secretary-treas 
urer. Mr. Stephens and Mr. Weathersby are members of the board, 
and other officers of that nature. 

(Complete list of officers of the GEC follows:) 


OFFICERS AND TRUSTEES 


Leo E. George, chairman 
William C. Doherty, vice chairman 
Orrin A. Burrows, secretary-treasurer 

Trustees: William C. O'Neill, W. M. Thomas, James A. Campbell, Jesse H. 
Wakefield, Russell M. Stephens, N. P. Weathersby. 

The Cuarrman. Let me ask you this: Would you recommend the re- 
peal of the 1944 Leave Act? 

Mr. Watrers. No. 

The CuarrmMan. That is, allowing you to draw your money when 
you leave service ¢ 

Mr. Watrers. You mean for all employees ? 

The CHarrMan. Yes. 

Mr. Watters. No, sir. 

The Cuarrman. You still think you should have that act in effect ? 

Mr. Watters. If they have not been permitted to take their leave, 
they should be paid their money. We think the top level should be a 
little more diligent in working out and seeing that the employees take 
their annual leave and not allow conditions to exist that were men- 
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tion here specifically by some of the witnesses, where employees were 
not permitted to take leave. 

The Cuairrman. I assume from your statement that you feel that 
the operations of the Government, if they were worked out properly, 
there would be no need for the 1944 Leave Act permitting accumulated 
leave pay ? 

Mr. Watters. If all employees were afforded an opportunity to take 
their leave, that would certainly reduce the value of it. We still feel 
that with a leeway there of a few days of annual leave accumulation, 
that would not only work to the benefit of the employee but also to 
the benefit of the Federal Government. 

The CuamrMan. I just wanted to get your viewpoint. 

Mr. Waxrers. We do not think it should be completely repealed. 
If that was done, there would certainly be times when certain agencies 
would have workloads under which they could not give the emp ployees 
an opportunity to take leave. 

The Craiman. In that event only would you want to pay them 
money ¢ 

Mr. Wavrers. I think we must get away from legislating people 
into straitjackets, so to speak. There must be some leeway for effi- 
cient operation of the Government. I feel that there is a place for 
legislation and there is a place for some leeway for the heads of the 
agencies to work out a plan that is best suited for the employee and 
the Federal Government. 

The CuarrmMan. We did have what we called terminal leave before 
that, did we not? 

Mr. Wavrers. You kept them on the payroll a certain length of 
time. 

The Cratrman. And _ them. 

Mr. Watters. Yes, si 

The CuarrmMan. We did pay them even before 1944. 

Mr. Watters. I do not think the employee groups came in and par- 
ticularly asked for that to be changed. I think that was the agency 
heads that more or less did the groundwork or spadework done to break 
the thing off. 

The Cuamman. You may be right about that. 

Mr. Downy. Mr. Chairman, I have one question. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Dowdy. 

Mr. Dowpy. If I understand you correctly, you said that you 
thought the head of the department should encourage the employees 
to take their leave. Do you mean encourage or require ? 

Mr. Watters. I do not much like the word “require.” I think it 
should be cooperation between the employee and employer, which 
would be better than require. If they want to use the word “ require,” 
I do not know that we would have any partic ‘ular objection to it. 

Mr. Downy. The point that struck me is that you keep referring to 
the fact that the Administrator could not grant leave because of 
the workload over a particular period of time. It strikes me that 
over a 12 months’ period that workload should not be so great that 
leave could not be given to the various employees over a 12-month 
period. 

Mr. Watrers. That might be true, Congressman. But since the 
early 1930's, and there have been different times along through the 
history of our country, where memoranda and I think some Executive 
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orders were issued discouraging the employees from taking leave, and 
putting an unofficial restriction and in some cases an official restriction 
on people taking leave. Some employees over here in the Govern- 
ment Printing Office lost a complete year’s leave and they have never 
had it restored by the ¢ oneress. It was eliminated through no fault 
of the « mployee, but to cooperate and make it better for the Federal 
(rovernment. 

Mr. Down) Who decides whether the employee takes the leave ¢ 
Does the em lovee decide ¢ 
Mr. War RS, No. the employee does not. The employee makes an 

lication. either written or oral. as to when he or she would like 
ive leave and it is up to the top people to eithe approve or reject 

Mr. Downy. If an employee has 2 weeks and wants the first halt 
ot Jul for his leave, if he does not get. that particular 2 weeks he 
asks for, does he have a right to say,” I just will not take leave this 

Mr. Warrers. No. I think Mr. Winslow made it clear at the open- 
ing of the hearing that 1 basic law gives the head of the agency 
Ol people in ch irge the r oht to set up a schedule of leave, and Say 
when to take it and when not to take it. The responsibility is in the 
hands of the Government and not the en plovee. 

Mr. Dowpy. Let me go one step further and see if I have this clear. 
trator, who decides that. says that the man who wants 
ul will have h ”? weeks in October, does the eimployee 
uve the right to refuse to take that time and go ahead and work 


if the adn 


’ 
i 

’ 
” weeKS 11 J 


} 


Mr. Waurers. He perhaps could refuse to take it at that time and 
e could be charged with insubordination also if he 
rht have a lot of trouble on his hands. If he did not 
rranted leave at any cther time. 


ake it at that time he might not be 


But through a spirit ot cor perat on there ought to be some middle 


ind to some extent, at least, that the employee would have some 


say as to when he would get his annual leave. It should be done 
ough coperation by the employer and employee 
Mr. Downy. I grant you that. But you have a lot of people to 


give leave to, and you have to distribute it over the entire year. It 
oks to me like proper admit ration could be worked out so every- 
hody could get their leave. 

Mr. Gross. Does seniority play a part in that ? 

Mr. Waurers. Not to any great extent. It would play a part in 
this way, I would imagine, in most cases. Where a regular employee 
would perhaps have the privilege of getting his leave in heu of the 
request that might be submitted by a temporary employee. 

Mr. Gross. I am thinking in terms of passing legislation that would 
pros ide that heads of familie s be oiven some priority in leave. What 
would be your reaction to that / 

Mr. Waxrers. So far as I know, the present law or any law that we 
have on that does not set up any provision for that. That would cer- 
tainly please the married people. I do not know about the single 
people. 

Mr. Gross. Obviously the head of a family, a man with children, 
ought to be able to take leave between school years. 
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Mr. Warrers. I agree with you. 

Mr. Gross. I ran into a situation in Panama where seniority blocks 
heads of families from the most modern houses. and where families 
are split in order to live in the Canal Zone, because they can not get 
to the new housing that would accommodate families. I do not think 
that is right. 

Mr. W ALTERS. | do know enough about the Canal to agree with 
you on that. 

Mr. Bouron. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the same question of Mr. 
Walters ? 

The CHairmMan. Yes. 

Mr. Bor ron. Do you tnink if there was a re striction on the amount 
of leave that could be accumulated the employees’ rights would be 
protected if that period could be extended by a statement from his 
employer that the good of the service did not permit him to take leave 
during that period / 

Mr. Watrers. That would certainly help, Congressman Bolton. 
I think that brings about a complication of questions of legislating 
people into so-called straitjackets to where you would be demanding 
that the head of the agency do certain things. There would be very 
few heads of agencies that would be inclined In mY OpimMion to sign a 
statement that the employee could not have his leave because then the 
whole responsibility would be pinpointed on the man who signed the 
statement. 

Mr. JARMAN. I have one question, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Jarman. 

Mr. Jarman. We will not be able to determine until after June 30 
of this year as to how much leave has been forfeited under the efiect 
of the Thomas leave rider. Is it not possible that we may be a little 
premature in trying to pass final judgment at this stage on the merits 
or demerits of the rider until we know the statistics after June 30 4 

Mr. Wavrers. That enters into the picture. You must keep in mind 
that since about January 1 all the organizations have been barnstorm 
ing over the country through their bulletins and all types of literature 
urging their employees to make application for leave. In fact, we 
were accused last year of recommending that our employees go on a 
sitdown strike, which was far from the truth. We have advocated 
for the last several months urging the members of the respective 
organizations to make application for their leave. That is the only 
way in the world they can get it, that is, by making application, It is 
still up to the head of the agency as to whether it could be granted. 
You certainly have a point. 

Mr. JarMAN. Until after June 30 we will not actually know what 
the picture has been under the first effective period under the ‘Thomas 
rider. 

Mr. Watrers. That is right, because the other time when the Thomas 
leave rider was on, it was repealed before the deadline came upon us. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you, Mr. Walters. 

Mr. Waurers. Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Russell M. Stephens, president of the American 
Federation of Technical Engineers. We expect to be on the floor at 
12 o'clock. Do you think you can finish 4 
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STATEMENT OF RUSSELL M. STEPHENS, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
FEDERATION OF TECHNICAL ENGINEERS, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. STePHens. Yes. 

The CHamman. Very well. You may proceed. 

Mr. Srepuens. My name is Russell M. Stephens, and I am president 
of the American Federation of Technical Engineers of the American 
Federation of Labor. 

As such, I have the honor to represent the engineers, architects, 
draftsmen, and scientists employed by the Feder: al Government. 

I am appearing before the committee to state the feelings and wishes 
of the Government technical personnel in regard to the overall admin- 
istration policy and law concerning annual and sick leave benefits 
accruing to the classified civil-service employee. 

Although I note that several bills have been introduced on specific 
aspects of the leave situation, my testimony will be on a general nature 
and not directly applic: able to any spec ifie ‘bill. However, I do endorse 
the general principals of the legislation introduced. 

I would like at the outset to state that the method by which the so- 
called Thomas rider was enacted by the 82d Congress was in itself 
very distasteful to the members of our organization. Just as engineer- 
ing skills are spec ialized and as engineers working in the several fields 
of engineering, i. @, mechanics il, electrical, chemical, and so forth, 
require spec ialized training in one of those fields in order to produce 
most satisfactory and efficient results, the same pattern prevails in the 
organization of our legislative bodies. We find that those Congress- 
men best informed on matters of civil-service administration are those 
members of this committee before whom I am testifying. 

It seems unrealistic, therefore, that the fiscal experts in Congress, 
those on the Appropriations Committee, should pass legislation con- 
cerning civil service working conditions by the means of the rider 
when in my opinion there is a permanent committee of the House 
which is much more familiar with all aspects of such matters. This 
argument is substantiated by the fact that the Senate Civil Service 
Subcommittee which last year conducted an exhaustive study of 
Government employees’ leave placed in the hands of the Subcommittee 
on Independent Offices Appropriations data which proves conclu- 
sively that section 401 of Public Law 455, commonly known as the 
Thomas rider, will cost the taxpayers between seventy-five and two 
hundred million dollars. 

Our organization has compiled statistics and has prepared a brief, 
which brief is respectfully submitted for the record of this he Aring, 
and is attached hereto, proving conclusively that as an employer of 
engineers, scientists, and technical personnel, the Federal Govern- 
ment has much less to offer in wage and fringe benefits than does 
private industry. For that reason, the Government is finding it 
impossible to recruit and retain the necessary engineering skills in this 
day of extreme shortage of such highly skilled and trained employees. 

Although the salary level of the engineer in private industry and 
Government service has by comparison been for many years wide apart 
in favor of the private industry employee, this disadvantage until 
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recently has been made up for by the more generous fringe benefits 
enjoved by the Government worker 

For the past few years, however, private-industry fringe benefits 
have become extensively increased, while at the same time, Govern 
ment-employee benefits have been severely reduced. A positive exam 
ple of this statement is the reduction of annual leave and the prohibi 
tion of its accumulation by means of the Thomas rider. The Govern 
ment has been forced, due to its inability to ane a sufficiently 
large engineering and scientific force because of reasons ge viously 
stated, to farm out to private industry a large portion of its work 

which would ordinarily be done in its own est: ablishments. Due to the 
profit factor and increased overhead costs, this has resulted in increas- 
ing the burden of the taxpayer. One method of bettering its competi 
tive status in regard to the 8 ruiting and retaining of engineering and 
scientific personnel, would be to immediately offer a little more in 
fringe benefits which would be accomplished by the repeal of the 
Thomas rider. 

It is earnestly and respect fully requested, therefore, that this distin 
guished committee recommend to the Congress the following leave 
program. 

1. Complete elimination of the Thomas rider to allow accumulation 
of annual leave not to exceed 60 days. 

2. Restoration of 26 days annual leave for all classified and postal 
employees. 

3. Fifteen days sick leave annually for all classified and postal 
employees. 

In conclusion, I wish to thank the chairman and his committee for 
the opportunity of presenting the views of my organization on this 
very Important subject. 

I have attached a brief for the record which goes into detail on some 
of the statements I have made. 

The Cuatrman. And you would like to have that included along 
with your statement. W ithout objection, it will be included with your 
statement. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


ENGINEERS AND DRAFTSMEN IN HIGH DEMAND 


Since the outbreak of hostilities in Korea, engineers, draftsmen, and related 
technicians have ranked at the top of the Labor Department’s critical occupation 
lists. 

Last summer, the United States Employment Service reported 4,437 unfilled 
jobs for engineers, 2,790 unfilled jobs for draftsmen. 

This high demand continues. Because these skills are in short supply, and will 
continue to be so for the next 5 or more years, the United States Government, 
which is the largest employer of engineers, has experienced difficulty both in 
recruiting and retaining engineering employees. 

Even under salary-stabilization controls, private industry has been able to 
outbid the Government for engineering personnel. 

Unless the Government can meet this pressure of competition, by offering 
higher salaries, it is feared that more and more engineering work, normally per 
formed by Defense Department engineers, must be let out on contract. The 
history of World War II has shown that this is a pennywise, pound-foolish policy. 

Despite the pay increase, classified Federal employees received in 1951, average 
starting pay in private industry increased to an even greater degree. 
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\ survey of 135 major United States firms employing 31,000 engineers and 
cientists shows this pay pattern of average starting salaries per month: 
| 
; Gove nent 
S280) GS-5 $258 
11 (GS-5) 284 
' 31 26 
So even after receiving a 10 percent increase, the federally employed engi- 
neer in f rst year of hire “lost ground” at the rate of an additional $5 a 
month In 1951 private industry was offering an average of $26 a month more 
in starting pay than Government did No survey figures of any great scope 


ire available for 1952, but on the basis of reports from engineering schools, 
s evident that average starting salaries in 1952 were $330 to $350, depend- 


ent on the engineering degree attained, with electrical and aeronautical engi- 





er points. 


as typical, then the Government’s 


neers frequently starting even hig 





if the lower figure of $330 is acce] 


offer to newly graduated engineers is nearly $50 a month lower than private 





The disparity between private industry pay to draftsmen and draftsmen 


employe iv the Federal Governme! is equally pronounced Including the 








pay increase of 1951, 7 out of 10 fed y employeed draftsmen receive $73 








a week or less. Draftsme n pri industry earn an average of $81.25 
per ek, according to a survey of cities made in 1951-52 by the Bureau 
if Labor Statistics. Since 81.8 percent of engineering draftsmen in Federal 
employ work for the Defense Department, the flow of draftsmen from civil 
service jobs into higher paying jobs with private industry could seriousl) 
ede the Government's defe se progra 
Tables and charts in this report w touch on the disparity in pay in 
2 ater detail 
AN INTRODUCTION TO THE PRO! 
Both in war and peace the United States is leanin more heavily on 
gineers 
ircraft, guided issiles, TV, superhighways, miracle drugs, dial tele- 
phones, automatic vending machines, and the thousand and one new industrial 
products that have radically altered the pattern of American life in the past 
ea require more engineers pe p oduction worker. 
In 1890, 1 engineer was suffi t r each 300 American production workers. 
By 1940, the ratio had become 1 engines for each 75 production workers. 
foday industry needs 1 eng t for each 380 to 35 production workers. 
Be e of increased complexity of construction, the aircraft industry now 
lemands 1 engineer for each 7 productic orkers 
But engineering schools ha he inable to satisfy the demand for engi- 
neer Apparently Russia | 
Russia is now graduating 50.000 engi rs hile America’s total gradu- 
iting classes for tl if 3 rs l be windling from 28,000 to less thar 
17,000,” T. A. Marshall, Jr., executive sc tary of the Engineeri Manpower 





(‘ommission, estimated (N. Y. Times, March 1952). 
WHY ENGINEERS LEAVE FEDERAL JOBS 


Between 1948 and 1946, 22.9 percent of federally employed engineers shifted 
») more lucrative private-industry jobs. In the same period, 1 percent of 


riv e industry’s engineers left to accept Federal jobs, 


\lmost the same relationship resulted over a longer test period. In 1939 






ij, the transfer from Federal employ into private-industry engineering was 
24.6 percent; the reverse, 5.4 percent 

Higher p g jobs in private industry une ably was the dominant 

r that prompted Fede engineers to their jobs during World 

I] The same problem, greatly ‘ fied, is again facing the Defense 

Di I ent, which employs a ge n vy of the engineers in the Govern 
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Directiy following World War II, however, salaries paid Government engi 
neers and private-industry engineers followed almost parallel lines 

or example in 1946, the median pay received by the chemical engineer from 
private industry was & 


Federal Government paid chemical engineers at a median of S863 at the same 





» per month at a median of S years’ experience. The 
experience median (At this median point, half of the federally employeed 
i 65 per month, half earned less.) 

Comparisons of the 1946 survey by Bureau of Labor Statistics to which 26,000 





engineers earned more than &: 


engineers responded : 


4¢ 
ti } 1 
try Government 
4 ( er 
Media il E26, S3IEZ 
Me n experience : @ g 
4 Vilé 
Mi | $252 $309 
Me | I ) 
E jec e 
Me $39 S406 
Median exnerience. year | 11 
| hanical ¢ neer 
M \ $4 $400 
Ne xperier ( ) 
M 1 metallu 
Madior lar +4 $415 
Ni I xperie ( ‘ 6 


KOREAN OUTBREAK DROVE SALARIES UP 


The outbreak of hostilities in Korea, however, quickly altered the wage put 


tern As industry’s demands for engineers increased and the supply lessened, 
salaries rose sharply Government needed more engineers, too, particularly for 
the Navy's ship conversion projects. Because the Government could not meet 


this expanded workload, at one time ship conversion lagged 1,465,000 nan-days of 
engineering for the reason that the Navy coud not recruit enough engineers and 
draftsmen, Rear Adm. Grover C, Klein, Assistant Chief of the Bureau of Ships 
for field activities, told a congressional committee. 

Government Was outbid at every turn for engineers and draftsmen. 


Despite the 10 percent salary increase federally employed engineers received in 











951, the Government actually fell farther behind in starting salaries. 

While starting engineering salaries in the Federal Government were increasing 
$26 per month, private industry pay was increasing $31, so that now there was 
n 1951 a disparity of $27 per month. Starting pay in private industry has con 
tinued to increase, and is now about $350; Federal pay remained static at S2S4, 
so the disparity in 1952 was about $66 a month, $790 per year 

\ similar disparity exists among ineering draftsmen employed by the 
Government and those in private em} 

Percentage of distribution 
( ( ( Gs-—4 | Gs 8 ' 
é iraftsme 
1 service 1 ( 8/1 2 22 . 8 
I eeru If l Y ) ] $ 1. 





It will be noted that 73.8 percent of all engineering draftsmen and 82.5 percent 


of all engineering aides are GS-6 (3: 





S73 a week) or less 

In its 1951-52 wage survey, the Bureau of Labor Statistics reported that drafts 
men employed by manufacturing industries in 22 cities averaged $81.25 per week 
Chief draftsmen averaged $104.60 and junior draftsmen averaged $64.50. 

Thus more than 7 out of every 10 engineering draftsmen employed by Govern 
ment receive, at best, $8.25 a week less than the private industry average. And 





” receive S13.50 a 


pprentice draftsmen able to qualify for jobs as high as GS 


eek less than private industry’s junior draftsmen average. 
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The Bureau of Labor Statistics lists these average wages in surveys made in 
1951-52: 


Drafting pay in manufacturing, 1951 and 1952 





ct Junior 

ira 4 Draftsman draftsma: 
All mm BR ind I : ¢ ) Al $80. 50 $62. 50 
At ta. Ga 11 0 77.00 60. 00 
Bir ngha Ala SO. 00 1) 
re 103. 50 84.00 15. OO 
Co Or} 9 mt Oo. 
De (x 86. 50 8. OO 
De Mict 28, 101. 50 75. i 
Hartford. Cor OF ) 79. 00 60. 50 
Houston, Tex ‘7 81. 00 56. 00 
Indianap . Ind 107. i RG. SO 66. 00 
Kansas City, M 89. 5O 3. 50 0. OF 
Los A Ca 109. 00 84. 00 66. 50 
Milwau Wis 5.0 80). 50 65. 00 
‘ ' me 69. Al mA 

I tla oO lt " 77. 50 68 
Salt Lake Cit er 72. 50 65. 00 
s Fra Oakland, Ca 1). F 86. 00 70. 00 
S W 3 l 84.00 71.00 

l ur 
Distribution by percentage 

GS5-+t GS7-8 GS89-1 GS11-12 GS13-14 GS15-18 
( ‘ ‘ 5.7 2 25.7 37.1 10.2 1.0 
M e¢ 41 enginee 14 15. 1 24 40.1 5.9 2 
Electro enginee 10. 2 15.2 22. € 41.1 9. 4 5 


The federally employed engineer starts off at $26 a month less than in private 
industry and 10 years later he is trailing his private industry counterpart by $458 
per month, according to the 1951 survey of the University of California, which 
covers 31,000 engineers and scientists in Government and in 135 industrial firms 
(This survey includes pay such large hirers of engineers as Bell 
Telephone, Westinghouse, Sperry Gyroscope, General Electric, Ford Motor, Glenn 
L. Martin, Firestone, Union Carbide; so it can be regarded as a rather accurate 
reflection of national pay policies in 1951.) 

These were the 1951 averages, per month: 


policies of 








. Privat Goverr ‘7 ; Private Govern- 
Years since B. S. industi 1 Years since B. 8 industry ment 

0 $ $263 6 $424 $412 

1 284 7 441 432 

2 354 25 ~ 466 452 

3 83 s y 188 17t 
407 387 10 A)7 is] 

5 41 395 


One of the Government’s strongest competitors in hiring engineers exceeded 
this national pattern by a considerable margin. The Bell Telephone Co., in 
cluding Western Electric, ranks second only to the United States Government 
in the number of engineers under hire. This was the pay policy at Western 
Electric’s Kearny, N. J., plant, September 1, 1951, for newly graduated engineers : 

$316 per month, first 6 months, then automatic promotion to $345; $345 next 
6 months, then automatic promotion to $374; $374 next 6 months, then auto- 
matic promotion to $404; $404 next 6 months, then automatic promotion to $433. 

So in the first 4 years of hire, the Western Electric Co. engineer averages 
$425 per year more than the average Government engineer. This is based 
merely on the automatic progression policy. Western Electric engineers 
qualify for merit increases and reclassification when warranted. 


also 
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Because of the salary disparity, fewer engineers are enter 


time when the Defense Department needs more 


g Government hire 


‘ engineers than ever before. 
rhe reasons underlying the young engineering graduate’s decision is pointed 
1) in the 1952 report of New York University’s Engineering School. Assistant 
ean John A. Hill reported: “The number of graduates entering civil-service 
obs dropped appreciably from 1951 (16 percent of class) to 1952 (7 percent of 
uss Probably the most important reason for this is the sizable differential 


iVil-service starting Salaries and those offered by private industry. 
It would appear that, althongh a number of Government agencies took aggressive 
action to attract graduates, they were unsuccessful, except in civil engineering. 


Outside of civil eigineering, only two graduates took civil-service jobs 





Median starting salaries for New York University engineers graduating in 
the class of 1952 were: Aeronautical, $347 ; chemical, $325; civil, $806; electrical, 
$325; industrial, $3850; mechanical, $335 rhe top quarter of engineering grad- 
uates went to work on jobs offering $347 to $425 per month. The lowest quarter 
took jobs that approximated the best offer that the Federal Government could 
make. The salary range of the lowest quarter, scholastically, was $250 to $308. 

The Illinois Institute of Technology at Chicago reported average starting sala- 
ries for June 1952 graduate engineers at $3 per month. The class graduating 






n February 1953 will average $354, and the institute predicted an average salary 
of S360 for its June 1953 graduates, 
\fter surveying 195 companies, the National Industrial Conference Board, Inc., 
reported that in 1952, graduate engineers started at an average of $334, an 8 
percent increase over the year before. 

rhe scarcity of engineers and the problems it has imposed on Government and 
industry is not beyond solution. Increased starting salaries offered by industry 


is making attendance at engineering schools attractive Enrollment of college 
freshmen studying engineering during the 1952-53 term is 51,000, an increase 
of 30.5 percent over the previous term, the Office of Education reports However, 
he country will not benefit from this increase until 1956, when an estimated 


ass of 30,000 will graduate. Should the draft and reserve officer callup con- 
inue at the same tempo as today, about 10 percent of 1956 engineering graduates 
will enter military service, and for the fifth successive year, the supply of engi- 
neers Will be less than the demand. Manpower experts estimate that engineering 
graduating Classes of 35,000 are needed to meet minimum national demands. 
In 1952, 50,286 engineers were graduated, this year about 25,000 will receive 
degrees, and in 1954 only 20,000 will graduate 








So if supply and demand continue in the trend forecast, by 1956 we will have 
suffered a deticit of 35,000 engineers—or 1 full year’s minimum needs 
Faced with such a problem, the Government should adjust Ss pay policy for 


federally employed engineers to assure an adequate supply for defense projects. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Wirrrow. I see in the brief you filed you say Russia is grad- 
uating 50,000 engineers while America’s total graduating classes will 
be dwindling from 20,000 to less than 17,000. What is your thought 
in making that sort of a statement ? 

Mr. Sreruens. That is based upon statistics compiled by the Com- 
mittee on Specialized Personnel of ODM. I happen to be a member 
of the committee. The situation is improving somewhat, due to a 
grassroots educational program which we have inaugurated. But 
the engineers and scientific graduates fall far short of demand of both 
private industry and Government, and have been ever since the first 
rush of veterans preference college graduates had completed their 
education. 

Mr. Wirnrow. I do not question it. I was just wondering what 
you meant by the statement. It is very interesting. 

* Mr. Gross. I have no use for the Russian form of government, but 
it rather exposes the idea that they are making some progress over 
there educationally, does it not? 

Mr. Srepuens. It does. I think you can base it on this. In the 
Russian form of government, a young man starting school has no 
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choice. The Russians will say, “You are an engineer, and you are 
gyoing to be an engineer or else you go to Siberia.” I think that is 
yrobably the attitude of the Russian Government. 

Mr. Gross. J orant that. put they were not supposed to be able to 
produce tanks or anything else. Is that true? 

Mr. Steruens. That is right. 

Mr. GROSS. We are finding the \ somehow know how to do it. 

The Cnuarrman. Thank you, Mr. Stephens. 

\"\ ithout object ions, the statements of the follow ing Ww ill be included 
at this point in the record: 

Mr. Irving Zuckerman, director, the Good Government Institute. 

Mr. Homer Brooks, attorney, Washington, D. C. 

Mr. D. W. Tracy, international president, International Brother 
hood of Electrical Workers, A. F. of L. 

Mrs. Grace C. Segraves, second vice president, National Asso ‘ation 
of Internal Revenue Emplovees. 

Mr. W. C. Jason, Jr., legislative representative, National Alliance 
of Postal Employees. 

Mr. Howard E. Munro. legislative representative, the Central Labor 
Union and the Metal Trades Council of the Panama Canal Zone. 

Mr. Alfred F. Beiter, national president, National Customs Service 
Association. 

Mr. Harold McAvoy, president, National Association of Post Office 
and Postal Transportation Service Mail Handlers, Watchmen, and 
Messengers, AFL. 

Mr. (seorge L. Warfel. president, National Association of Special 
Delivery Messengers. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 


THE GOopD GOVERNMENT INSTITUTE, 
Washington, D. C., April 30, 1953. 
Hon. Epwarp REEs, 
House Office Building, WV ashington, D. C. 
(Attention of Mr. Fred Belen.) 


Drear Mr. ReLten: The enclosed bulletins of recent weeks are offered for pos- 
sible introduction into the record with reference to the hearings now taking place 
on annual-leave problems 


The bulletin of March 20 presents a method of keeping annual-leave records 
by which the cost to the Government is not increased if the leave is not taken 
when earned. It has been a long-standing irritant that if annual leave is not 
taken when earned it can cost the Government more, 

The bulletin of April 2 proposes that agencies be prevented from using for 


other purposes (added on-the-job services) the unused portion of the appro- 
priation for annual leave. Instead of the agency spending for added on-the-job 
services beyond the appropriation for that purpose (and letting the liability 
for annual leave to accumulate) the agency would be required to fund the lia- 
bility for unused annual leave by purchase of Government bonds about twice 
each vear Thus, any further accumulation of unused annual leave would not 
be added liability for the Government to meet in the future (after having 
appropriated for it in the year earned). The purchase of the Government bonds 


to cover unused annual leave would be the equivalent of the employees using 
the leave as earned, and would prevent the agencies from spending the money 
for added on-the-job services It is most noteworthy that the Thomas rider may 
actually result in little economy if it merely brings added expenditure for on- 
the-job services beyond the amount appropriated by Congress for the on-the-job 
services The bulletin indicates advantages to be gained in smoother Govern- 
ment operation 

These two bulletins attempt to deal with longstanding defects in the account- 
ng procedure concerning annual leave, which defects serve as irritants causing 
actions by Congress withont removal of the irritants themselves. They present 
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possible alternatives to the “use it or lose it’ methods that the members of the 
committee might like to consider. 
Very respectfully, 
IRVING ZUCKERMAN, Director. 


BULLETIN, MARCH 20, 1953 


There is a longstanding problem in leave rules that invites considerable doub 
Over the years there has been irritation in the fact that Federal employees, after 
promotion, are compensated for their annual-leave balance at a higher rate than 
the rate at which the leave was earned \t the same time, other employees 
whose grades have been lowered find the dollar value of their annual-leave 
balance to be reduced 

It is eminently desirable that the system of annual-leave accounting be fai 
to both the Government and the employees without adding excessively to the 
bookkeeping costs (or without adding to costs) 

Annual-leave records might be kept in dollar value, instead of in hours. That 
method would require that annual-leave accruals be entered in dollar value and 
that leave taken be deducted in dollar value 

The same effect could be obtained by a procedure continuing annual-leave 
records in hours, but providing that when an employee’s salary change, eithe 
upward or downward, the annual-leave balance in hours be converted into dollars 
at the old rate and reconverted into hours at the new rate 

It would seem that if either of these methods were deemed an improvement 
the change might be possible without legislatio The economy aspects could 


be substantial 


BULLETIN, APRIL 2, 1953 


The large balance of unused annual leave of Federal employees has accumu 
lated without the establishment of a fund to cover, although for the most part 
the agency budgets for prior years included estimates of annual leave to be 
earned in those years In a real sense, the agency budget for actual services 
on the job would be the residual after deducting the estimate of annual leave 
to accrue during the fiscal year in that agency 

When annual leave is not taken during the period in which it is earned, the 
following effects can take place: (a) It may enable an agency to spend more 
for on-the-job services than the budget provided, because the appropriation 
cludes estimated annual leave to be earned during the subject period; on the 


other hand, an agency pays out for leave earned duri previous years in the 





sume or in another agency; (0b) heavy annual-leave balances may cause more 


employees to be RIF’d than would otherwise be the case; (¢) an agency mis) 





not “afford” the resignation of employees having large annual-leave balances, 
and this can sometimes be an acute problem 


The accounting procedure might well provide that the agencies transfer cash 
along with the annual-leave balance when an employee transfers from one ageny 
to another \ proper funding of unused annual leave might require each ageney 
to buy Government bonds to cover unused annual leave while the total of unused 
annual leave is increasing and to sell Government bonds to cover decreases in 


total unused annual leave and transfers to other agencies 

It is noteworthy that annual-leave balances arising from leave not taken 
during the war period are in actuality cost of war, payment of which has not 
taken place merely because the employee is still in the Federal service During 
the war years, however, some payments covered annual leave earned prewar. 

Sound accounting procedure would seem to require that annual-leave payments 
and fund for unused annual-leave balances be charged aga the agency (and 
during the year) in which it was earned. When annual leave is canceled as 
being in excess of a limit on accumulation, the money to cover canceled annual 
leave might go to the general fund of the Treasury. 








STATEMENT OF Harotp McAvoy, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF PosT 
OFFICE AND POSTAL TRANSPORTATION SERVICE MArL HANDLERS, WATCHMEN AND 
MESSENGERS (A. F. or L.), ON StcK AND ANNUAL LEAVI 


I am Harold McAvoy, president, National Association of Post Office and Postal 
Transportation Service Mail Service, Mail Handlers, Watchmen and Messengers, 
affiliated to the American Federation of Labor 





OS ANNUAL LEAVE 


As an organization vitally concerned in the morale of Governinent employees, 
+ our membership asks that if the Congress 
S oO ance he cause of hose in the public service that it at least not 


eprive us of the hardwon gains which have represented so many years and 














ny miles in making contacts with our lawmakers. 
he ss d that so many ms are going to be saved by doing this 
d g that, I am left t wonder just hat is meant by the word 
i Can it be that se wl would have us lerstand that ‘saving’ 
aw 1 which is the exclusive property of those who make the most use of 
e te Or is saving in leave payments actually reflected in economies through 
ve ses of ¢ disability The law of compensation will not permit 
e use or m Sé the term “s: g”’’ at both ends The human machine breaks 
! e live that long, eventually Denial of leave privileges such as we 
become accustomed to is bound to lead to earlier ap cation tor retirement, 
her permanent or temporary, or even disability compensation 
Our suggestion and request in this instance is simple and brief This is it 
1. Repeal of the Thomas ride 
». Granting of 26 days annual leave 0 employer regu ind s 
Stif like 
Fifte days sick leave for al 
4. Accumulation of leave for a minimum of 60 da 
hese e conditions of employment formerly granted to the great majority 
Government employees It is not too much to call fo ow 
HOMER Bro I HE BAR OF THE SUPREME COURT OF THE 
My 1 H er Brook g at 5431 55th Place, Apartment 101, East 
Riverdale, Md., former attorn with irious departments and agencies, and 
rk ) ‘ his ‘ rt. Dis et of Columbia. 
May I state to the comn ee that I favor a direct repeal of the so-called 
I Ss 1 or v other rit ! vy ch ol . Federal of District 
ee from accumulating to BO ¢ s att is it less than 60 
M of the ‘ ‘ wl f vself d ti homes back in 
hye if ‘ nal « e to \ shin r other wes) dur ¢ the war, and 
‘ us thereto and! » he the ¢ ernment over the hump 
I be $8,000 tl price ! mie bec se I was anxious to help in 
rnment servi I } ( Lin iings by the Government and 
| I nd by ] r S The ] leral or District employee is 
\ s he Ose! e 
rhe Government sends t recruiters all over the country to recruit business 
ind professional men and wome1 hen there a tight squeeze on with al 
if pro s. Dur ! of employment there are various laws 
nid riders passed over our heads breaking our original plans and imparing 
contract of employment between tf] irious agencies and employees (which I 
he e to} ( post facto) and there nothi the avareage employee can do 
about it, or even employee groups. We serve the Government, most of us toward 
retirement some day, and late we find that certain rights are jeopardized 
including leave and retirement rights 


As of the present law, requiring employees to take it or lose it by a certain 
ne does not induce the American youth or even middle age to leave the States 
and work for Uncle Sam as in days gone by, if all these, say 2 million or more, 





were by June 30 in the face of their bosses wishes, could not 
they ; is their just earned right and it could not be said that 
hey against the Government? I say they have a perfect 
right e all that is coming to them and they are simply taking 
vhat under their contract of employment with the United 
State have earned this right and there could not be any pos- 
sib the phones until all the two or more million em- 
plovees return to work We are compelled to take our vacations at least some 





times when we see fit as well as when the boss desires we take. It is 50-50 propo- 
sition, a cooperative result After all, the employees are the backbone of the 
I PLO} 
Nation, and especially in time of peril and need 
Therefore, I plead that the committee and Congress restore the former rights 
of leave privileges. 
Respectfully submitted, 


Homer Brooks, LL. B. 
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STATEMENT OF DD. W. Tracy, INTERNATIONAL PRESIDENT, INTERNATIONAL BROTHER 
HOOD OF ELECTRICAL WorKERS (AFL) IN Support OF REPEAL OF THOMAS LEAVI 
RESTRICTION RIDER AND WHITTEN RESTRICTIVE PROMOTION RIDER 


My name is Daniel W. Tracy. I am international president of the International 
Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, affiliated with the American Federation of 
Labor, with headquarters located at 1200 15th Street NW., Washington 5, D. C 

The organization which I represent is international in scope, with over one-half 
million members in 48 States, Alaska, Hawaii, Panama Canal Zone, and the 
Dominion of Canada. These members are employed in the building and construc 
tion trades, other industries, and by the various agencies of the United States 
Government. 

Our members who are employed by the agencies of the United States Govern 
ment are vitally concerned with such matters as annual leave and promotional 
opportunities for its federally employed members. Formerly, annual leave was 
calculated on the basis of 26 days’ annual leave for such employees. Since that 
time the Congress has seen fit to reduce annual leave from 26 days to the present 
13 days for those with less than 8 years’ combined military and civilian service, 
20 days for employees with between 3 and 15 years, and 26 days for those with 
more than 15 years. 

This action by the Congress followed with passage of the 1952 independent 
offices appropriations bill which contained the Thomas rider restricting the use 
of annual leave to the year in which such annual leave is earned, or the Federal 
employee loses the leave. We feel this action of the Congress was unwarranted 
and was done without the Federal employees being even given an opportunity to 
appear before hearings in opposition to this sort of legislation I feel that Con 
gress has broken faith with a large body of Federal employees. This whittling 
away of employees’ rights is a poor way to encourage high morale and produc- 
tivity in the Federal service. 

This whittling away of annual-leave rights through the cutting down of leave 
benefits and the eventual passage of the Thomas leave rider has deprived Federal 
employees of some of the benefits they should be entitled to. Federal employees 
are not covered under unemployment insurance and formbrly relied upon accu 
mulated annual leave as a sort of “cushion” to tide them over any period of 
unemployment following their being reached in a “reduction in force” action 
taken by the agency for which such Federal employee may be employed. This 
“cushion” is no longer possible. Private industry grants their employees many 
benefits and emoluments not given to Federal employees. The very least that 
Congress could do would be to restore the 26 days’ annual leave to those employees 
now getting less than 26 days’ leave. The treatment accorded Federal civilian 
employees is in sharp contrast with that accorded to military personnel. The 
military personnel have mustering-out pay to junior officers and enlisted men 
leaving the armed services, and in addition they have been granted unemployment 
insurance, more liberal than that enjoyed by employees in private industry. 

I hope the Congress realizing its mistake will take such corrective action as is 
necessary to wipe this unwise and unjust provision of the law from the statute 


books 





WHITTEN RIDER 


The Whitten rider has restricted promotional opportunities for a number of 
our members. It has done immeasurable harm in a number of cases, especially 
those having permanent status in one of the defense agencies and who had been 
transferred to a nondefense job. The Whitten rider has lowered the morale of 
employees to a new low; it has increased employee turnover and cost the Govern- 
ment many millions of dollars; and it has served to hamper the movement of 
employees from nondefense to defense agencies. 

I hope and trust the House Post Office and Civil Service Committee will give 
every consideration to the merits of the arguments brought forth in this hearing, 
and after such consideration will act to recommend to the full committee the 
repeal of both the Thomas and Whitten riders from the statute books 

I want to thank the members of this committee for giving me the opportunity 
to present this testimony before your committee. 
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Ni n 29, D. ¢ 
G EN: Reference is made to the hearing rrently being held before 
: : ee in connection with a numbe if bills under consideration which 
propose umend the Annual and Sick Leave Act of 1951 luding repeal of 
e T]) ‘ ride which prevé 3 a mployee from : l ating additional 
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k-lea bene! that Congress bh in effe epudii Col cts of employ 
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Congress be petitioned t rees he a 1 a ve w formerly 


AT ed e use of ¢ ition which does not 
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GRACE B. SEGRAVES, 
Second National Vice President. 





} qte i, 1 ft lj 9, 1953 
Co i IN Post OFFICE AND CIvI tVICE, 83D CONGRESS, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

H ABLE R s ATIVI M me is Ernest C. Frazier I am here as 
lk fnr fi N nA Alliance of Vostal Employee at the specific 
rer est « Ww. Cc Jason. J or nization’s legislative representative. The 
NAPE, |! i membership of 20,000 and organized 0 110 aunches on the 
ep I ‘ s . iree \ Ir com ittee to re- 
move existing limitations on the a ation of annual leave as it applies to 


Fede Civil : e nlovees vene da to postal employees sper fically. 
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We take this position with full knowledge of the persuasive argument of econ 
iy which was made at the time this legislation was adopted as an amendment 








to H. R 7072, the annual independent offices appropriation bill (March 19-21, 
Wo2) enacted July 5, 1952 

I’rom time to time the amount of annual leave to which Govern ite Hovees 
are ! tled comes petore the ( OHLZress I I ‘ istl . i | eC CXD rice 1 tne 
beneliciaries under the limitations of this, the so-called Thomas rider, has not 
been Emplovees fe ng that they | e been given nite al ive 

t speci rate have it any instan fe f ) Liubate ‘ eX 
vended portions as insurance against longer periods of ness that be 
covered by accumulated sick leave, or with a view to taking an extended vacation 
i? he t immediate future These employees have considered th ne lnuiated 
nua \ i kind of s egulate hsurance a l employment When 
ubsequent legislation, this unexpended aniiual ive o ny porti of it is 
tuken away by congressional action the effect is disappointing and demoralizing 
to the morale of the employees, to say the least 

It is the ition of this organization that any annual leave legislated should 
be allowed to remain to the credit of each ¢ ploye unt uch time as be may 

e it It is to be noted that hn numerou I ce eff nt empioyee are 
I) suaded by th r supervisors to foreg ( eCuve « IN¢ t the 
pressing nature of their assignments. When tio { pal f an 
emplovee is varded with a loss of the right to \ h ¢ 

eS OVel congressionally designated deadline, the eatment is harsh 
we believe basi ly unfair. 

In conclusion, we respectfully suggest that the Cong S d make certain 
the amount of annual leave to which all Federal employees are entitled and 
tl enfter refrain from in any way limiting by cutback the right « hy employee 
to enjoy the benefits of the legislation. We therefo tfully urge the repeal 
‘ ection 401, title 1V, the amendment to H. R. 7072, frequently referred to as 
he 7 mas rider 

Respectfully, 
W. C. Jaso J 





s RY OF STATEMENT OF Howarp E. Munro, I Is! VE REPRESENTATIVE, THE 
CENTRAL LABOR UNION AND Meta TRADES COUNCIL OF THE PANAMA CANAL 
7 
7 
Mr. Chairman, the leave conditions on the Can Zone remain the same as they 

were on April 1 of this vear when I testified before this c tee when H. R. 

9 and H. R. 4028 were considered. Therefore, I would appreciate it if my 
prepared statement is placed in the record and I will briefly ite our position 
leave. 


All employees on the Isthmus of Panama are exempt from section 401 of Publie 
Law 455, 82d Congress (the Thomas “use it or lose it” rider). We believe this 
ht! 


1 United States citizens on the Isthmus of Panama should be allowed the 
ame leave privileges as are allowed the employees of the Panama Canal Com- 
) Zone Government for the reasons explained in my prepared 
1 through 4 


Legislative changes should be made amending Public Law 233, 82d Congress, 





to accomplish this 
No curtailment should be placed on lump-sum payment for leave earned and 
not taken on termination from any agency on the Isthmus of Panama. This is 


for purely financial reasons, as explained in my statement 


STATEMENT OF Howarp E. Munro, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, THE CENTRAL 
LABOR UNION AND MetvAL TRADES COUNCIL OF THE PANAMA CANAL ZONE 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Howard E. Munro. IT appear here today as the 
legislative representative of the Canal Zone Central Labor Union and the Metal 
Trades Council. I have been an employee of the Panama Canal Company and 
lived on the Canal Zone since May of 1943, a few days short of 10 years. At 
present I am on leave without pay from the Panama Canal Company. 
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nizations which I represent are the central bodies of 26 unions affil 
the American Federation of Labor. The membership of these unions 
are the United States citizens employed by the United States Government to 
operate and maintain the Panama Canal 

The annual leave for the tropical worker is something more than a vacation 
period as compared to the annual leave for an employee in continental United 
States. The Canal Zone workers uses his annual leave as a health measure to 
insure his being able to carry on his work in the Tropics. 

The health aspect of the tropical worker was recognized with the issuance of 
kixecutive Order 1888, February 2, 1914, and amended by Executive Order 9740, 
June 20, 1946. Since that time, because it was necessary for the white people 
living in the Tropics to return to a temperate zone at least once every 2 years, 
a leave schedule has been followed whereby the employees return to the United 
States every 2 years. This longer leave in the temperate zone is needed by the 
body to derive the maximum benefits of the change. 

he principle of a leave differential for the benefit of employees of the Tropics 
is recognized by Congress in the Annual Leave Act applicable to Government 
employees generally (Public Law 471, 74th Cong.), which excepts Panama Canal 
Company and Canal Zone Government employees on the isthmus from its opera 
tion and furthermore provides in section 5 that nothing in that act should be 
construed to prevent the continuance of any existing leave differential now ob 
taining from the benefit of employees of the Federal Government stationed out 
side the continental limits of the United States. 

Clarence A. Mills, laboratory of experimental medicine, University of Cincin- 
nati, made a study of the effect of heat on the human life. In his report Tem 
perature Dominance Over Human Life he states the detrimental effect of heat 
on human life. The following is taken from this report. 

“Following several weeks of difficulty in dissipating waste heat, physical and 





mental activity decline, and there is a drop in the combustion rate. Some of 
the glands of internal secretion, which so largely influence combustion rate, 
vo into a less active, or resting, state. This is particularly true with the thyroid, 
adrenal, and sex glands, probab also the pituitary \ lowered total com 
bustion rate Means less energy for thought and action, as well as less waste 
heat to be dissipated. Physical d mental characteristics thus change, from the 
dynamic and pushing, to a more passive, “let-George-do-it’ type. Personal 
initiative gives way to a desire for security 

The body’s ability to resist or survive infectious attacks goes down with all 
other vital indexes in tropical heat or in long subtropical summers. The number 


of deaths per 100 acute appendicitis cases hospitalized in Gulf States is twice 
as high as in the Upper Plain States; and at Cincinnati, migrants from the 
South last just half as long with tuberculosis as do the northern-born, con 
sidering only those who die, from first symptoms to death. Those adapted to 
heat also succumb more readily to pneumonia—a Dakota winter would produce 
a holocaust of pneumonia deaths in Panama or the Philippines 

Loss of mental 
effects, when viewed from the standpoint of the general welfare of mankind 
Some years ago Ellsworth Huntington collected statistics showing best mental 
function at 38° to 40° F. whereas 64° F. seemed optimal for physical performance. 


acuity constitutes perhaps the most disturbing phase of heat 


Toda ve know that college students, given the standard aptitude or intelligence 
tests at Cincinnati latitudes across the country achieve ratings only 60 percent 
as high in summer heat as in winter cold. No such seasonal contrasts in ratings 
occurs in the northern tier of States, where there is no prolonged depressive 


summer heat 

Dr. George Eugene, an e1 
address before the Natural History Society, Gorgas Memorial Institute, Panama, 
Republic of Panama stated: 

As far as the Isthmus is concerned, the first great enetuy to white colonization 
has been completely, almost completely, eliminated. What remains is climate 
itself—the tropical climate with its highly uniform temperature, its high relative 
humidity, its excess sunlight, and its lack of variability. 


“The next effect of the Tropics, and, I believe, the most important, is the 


inent authority on health in the Tropics, in an 


combined effect of heat and humidity I believe that the greatest amount of 
injury to the white man in the Tropics is due to this combined effect of high 
heat and high relative humidity (me of the constants of human life is a con 


stunt body temperature. It remains at 98.6 or a little more, under almost all 
conditions of health. Any deviation of this body temperature, even a few degrees 
upward or downward, produces disfunction and death. It is one of the most 
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uniform conditions. Body metabolism depends upon it There is a mechanism 
of heat production, heat control, and heat dissipation. We must have heat and 
energy to live. Our metabolism depends on it. The action of the lungs and 
heart requires energy. Energy is also required for work. The production and 
dissipation of heat goes on at a certain pace and that pace differs somewhat in 
different climates. 

“We have here in the Tropics a constant race between heat production and 
heat dissipation. The white man’s mechanism is taxed all the year around 
instead of 120 days a year as in the States. This continual stress will produce 
certain effects. One of these effects is that of a lowered rate of combustion. In 
other words, the body will slow up its oxidation process. The oxidation pro- 
cesses of the body are intimately connected with the process of elimination. 
Before the wastes of the body are eliminated in the form of carbon dioxide from 
the lungs, or water from the skin, or urea from the urine and skin, it must be 
split up from a highly complex molecule to a simple molecule. The process of 
oxidation does this splitting. If this oxidation is incomplete and slowed up, 
we have an increase of the unburned wastes of the body—toxins; not only in 
the blood, but in the cells and in the intercellular spaces. I believe that this 
siow and gradual accumulation of toxins which are not completely eliminated 
and burned up is the prime cause of what we complain of most in the Tropies. 
Most of the patients coming to the dispensary complain of being tired, of being 
headachy, feeling languid; even after a good night’s sleep they are tired; tired 
ail the time. This chronic fatigue, I believe, is one of the main results of this sub- 
oxidation in the effort of-the body to adapt itself to retarded heat dissipation and 
the consequent imperfect splitting up of the waste products for elimination. 

“A variable climate that is cool has a stimulating effect on the white man. In 
the absence of this natural stimuli in the Tropics many a white man has resorted 
to alcohol and other vices so that they become helplessly addicted. I can recall 
many cases of normal Americans who broke down and finally reached a hopeless 
stage of alcoholism here. Return to the Temperate Zone has restored most of 
these men to a useful state, free from their addictions. 

“T think there should be compulsory vacation. Of course, it is hard to take 
a vacation when you have a big family and economically you cannot. But I 
think vacations should be taken at least every 2 years. The difference between 
zonites coming back from vacation and before they left is plain and unmistak- 
able; you see a man go up “all in” and come back full of life and health. I 
think there have been too many men down here who stayed without vacations 
for too long a period to their eventual harm. 

“In conclusion, rubber rots, wood decays, iron rusts, and men deteriorate and 
die faster in the Tropics than in the Temperate Zone.” 

Dr. Dennis Reeder, of Panama Hospital, who has spent 44 years in Panama, 
recently stated before a Balboa Senior-Junior High School PTA meeting he 
“doubted if anyone has any business in the Tropics’ and advised parents to 
“get the children back to the States when they are in their teens and leave them 
there,” 

In opening the meeting stated above, Col. William Elton, the then head of the 
Gorgas Hospital Laboratory, pointed out that the Canal Zone is the only large 
settlement of white northern peoples between the Tropic of Cancer and the 
Tropic of Capricorn. He also commented on the increased premiums required 
by some insurance companies of North American residents in the tropics. 

The effects of any move by Congress to place the employees on the isthmus 
of Panama on a yearly leave basis will prevent these employees from taking 
their necessary recuperative leave. The financial burden will be too great for 
them to take an annual trip to the United States. 

It is also believed that a person will not obtain the required health benefits 
in the shorter leave considering the fact that 12 days of the leave is spent in 
traveling. 

We, therefore, ask that the committee consider these facts before any action 
is taken to place any United States citizen employee on the isthmus of Panama 
on an annual “use it or lose it” basis. 

We believe those United States citizen employees on the isthmus of Panama 
who are now under Uublic Law 233, 82d Congress, should be exempt from this 
act and be allowed the same leave privileges as the employees of the Panama 
Canal Company and Canal Zone government. 

This group of employees are divided between 7 Federal departments or agencies 
on the Canal Zone and an additional 4 departments or agencies in the terminal 
city of Panama City in the Republic of Panama, namely: Department of the 








74 ANNUAL LEAVE 


Navy, Department of the Army, Department of the Air Force, Department of 
Agriculture, Department of Labor, Department of Commerce, Department of 
Justice, Treasury Department, United States Public Helath Service, Federal 
Security Agency, Lepartment of State. 

We also believe no curtailment should be placed on lump-sum payment for 
leave earned and not taken on termination from any agency on the isthmus of 
Panama if the employee leaves the isthmus. 

When a United States citizen employee is terminated either voluntarily 
or involuntarily, on the isthmus of Panama, he not only loses his job, but his 
home He must pack up his family and household goods and return to the 
United States. This is expensive. 

While it is true, in most cases, Public Law 600, 79th Congress, pays for the 
actual moving expense, the employee is without earnings for a long period. 
He is without his household effects for a long period of time which necessitates 
the additional expense of being in a temporary housing status. 

We ask the committee to consider these expenses before taking any steps to 
curtail lump-sum payments. 

I shall be glad to answer any questions I can or furnish any substantiating 
data the committee desires I will make myself available to the committee or 
any of its members at all times. The clerk of this committee knows how to reach 
me 

I wish to thank the committee for giving me this opportunity to appear before 
you at this time, and I assure you that your careful consideration of this matter 
will be appreciated by all United States citizens employed on the isthmus of 
Panama, 


STATEMENT OF ALFRED F. BEITER, NATIONAL PRESIDENT, NATIONAL Customs Srrv- 
Ick ASSOCIATION, ON LEGISLATION Tio REMOVE BAN ON ACCUMULATION OF ANNUAL 
LEAVE BY FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Chairman, I represent the National Customs Service Association and I am 
here today at the direction of our executive committee to urge repeal of the so- 
called Thomas leave rider which prohibits the accumulation of annual leave 
by Federal employees. We support pending legislation for this purpose. 

There have been many leave bills introduced during the past few years, each 
containing a different formula for changes in the annual-leave benefits of Fed- 
eral employees. Some of them provided for a reduction in annual leave to 
15 days; others proposed a graduated plan based on length of service; still 
others banned accumulations of leave. All of these bills were referred, quite 
properly, to the Civil Service Committees of the House and Senate. The fact 
that there were so many bills in the hopper indicated the need for a broad 
and detailed study of the subject. However, the law to prohibit accumulation 
of annual leave, now in effect, was not initiated by the Civil Service Commit- 
tees of either the House or Senate but by a member of the House Appropria- 
tions Committee. It was a “rider” or amendment to an appropriation bill, and 
it seems to me that had the matter of its germaneness been brought up at the 
time it was proposed it could have been successfully challenged. 

Both the Senate and the House committees have obtained data on leave 
practices in the Federal service and in private industry. Any permanent leave 
changes enacted by the Congress should come from these committees and not 
from the Appropriations Committees. The trend in Congress during the past 
few years to legislative through amendments on appropriations bills has caused 
confusion and legislative mixups unparalleled in the history of the Congress. 

In 1951 the Senate committee came up with some recommendations for sweep- 
ing changes in regard to both sick- and annual-leave benefits for Federal em- 
ployees. Among the committee’s recommendations was a proposal to cover 
Federal employees with unemployment insurance, both as a matter of equity, 
and to replace the building up of large accumulations of annual leave as in- 
surance against unemployment. 

Until Federal employees are covered with unemployment insurance or some 
satisfactory plan for terminal-leave compensation, I strongly urge that the 
Thomas leave rider be repealed and that no further restrictions be placed on 
leave accumulations 

One of the strongest arguments made in behalf of repeal of this restrictive rider 
is that Government agencies so often find it necessary to require employees to 
give up annual leave for given periods of time. This is particularly true in the 
customs service during peak seasonal periods when carrier arrivals and increases 
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in imports impose added workloads on customs personnel. In these instances 
employees must lose earned leave. There is no alternative. 

Under the graduated-leave plan new employees earn but 13 days’ annual leave 
each year. Those whose homes are located in distant places find it difficult to 
make a long trip in this length of time. I know this is especially hard on em- 
ployees working in Washington who were recruited for Government employment 
from the Far Western States. Congress intended that annual leave should be 
used for vacations. The law should be so worded to carry out that intent so that 
reasonable annual vacations are possible for all employees with some additional 
leave available to cover necessary absences for personal business. 

I can state with positive assurance that there have been no excessive leave 
accumulations in the customs service. There just aren’t enough employees to 
permit unduly long vacation periods. 

I want to commend this committee and Representative Rees for taking the 
initiative in endeavoring to work out a satisfactory formula for administering 
the annual-leave system. This is a matter which very properly should be studied 
by your committee. I know that each of you is interested in drafting a law 
which will be workable and fair to all, that will reduce to a minimum the possi- 
bility of abuse of leave privileges. Repeal of the Thomas rider is a start in the 
right direction. 

I thank you for your continued interest in Government employees and their 
problems. 


STATEMENT By GEORGE L. WARFEL, PRESIDENT, THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
SPECIAL DELIVERY MESSENGERS 


At the national convention of our Association held in St. Louis, Mo., last 
August, the following resolution was unanimously adopted: 


“60-DAY ACCUMULATION OF ANNUAL LEAVI 


“Whereas the Annual and Sick Leave Act of 1951, Public Law 233, title II, 
contained the fair and equitable provision for 60 days’ accumulation of annual 
leave; and 

“Whereas the Thomas amendment to the independent offices appropriation 
bill, H. R. 7072, which was enacted by the Congress as a part of Publie Law 
No. 455, rescinded 60-day leave accumulation ; and 

“Whereas this action by the Appropriations Committee in adopting the Thomas 
amendment without due consideration and open hearings, circumvented and 
usurped the rightful jurisdiction of the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service where hearings had been held prior to the enactment of Public Law 
233 : Therefore be it 

“Resolved, That legislation be introduced to restore 60 days’ maximum annual- 
leave accumulation to all Federal employees.” 

We, therefore, fully endorse and support restoration of the provision in Pub 
lic Law 233, permitting accumulation of 60 days’ leave, and trust that such a 
bill will be favorably reported by this committee. 





STATEMENT ON THE ANNUAL AND Sick LEAVE Act or 1951 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Harold McAvoy, 
national president of the Post Office and Postal Transportation Service Mail 
Handlers, Watchmen and Messengers; our office is located at 900 F Street NW., 
room 916, telephone REpublic 7—S066. 

Our organization would like to go on record for outright repeal of the Thomas 
rider. 

If you people see fit, in your wisdom, not to go on record for outright repeal, we 
would also like to go on record for the privilege of accumulating annual leave 
not to exceed 60 days. We believe this to be very flexible. 

We feel that it is very unfair to the rest of the post-office employees pertaining 
to the graduated scale of 13, 20, and 26 days of annual leave. We sincerely hope 
that you will consider and report out that all employees be put on the 26-day 
basis. In conclusion, we would also like to go on record for 15 days’ sick leave 
for all post-office employees. 

I wish to take this opportunity to thank you for the privilege of appearing 
before you. 
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The Cuarrman. If there are any others that want their statements 
extended in the record, will you please let the chairman know at this 
time é 

Mr. Wearnerssy. Mr. Chairman, I would like to be allowed the 
privilege of inserting a brief statement. 

The Cuarrman. Do you havea prepared statement ? 

Mr. Wearuerssy. I do not have it. I will furnish it to the com- 
mittee, 

The Cuatrman. Without objection, your statement will be included 
with these others in the record if you will submit your statement to 
the clerk of the committee. 

Mr. Weatuerssy. Thank you. 

The CuHarrman. The committee is adjourned. 

(Whereupon at 11:55 a. m., the committee recessed subject to call 
of the Chair.) 








